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THE PUBLISHERS' PREFACE.

Tee Reapers of the accompanying Discussion will find
in it frequent references to the correspondence between
the disputants, which occasioned the debate. It was agreed
by the two Committees, that the publication of that cor-
respondence in this volume would have rendered it too
expensive. There is the less necessity for printing the
letters here, inasmuch as each of the debaters had already
edited the complete correspondence in separate publica-
tions: to these the Reader is referred for any more specific
information.

The Rev. Brewin Grant, B.A., has edited one publication
of the correspondence as three of a series of twopenny
¢ FveeRr Posts for Cross-Roads.” [Ward & Co., London.]

Mr. Holyoake has edited the same at the same price,
under the title of *“ Waysipe Pomnrs.” [Watson, London.]

From these letters we extract the following leading
points, for the information of the readers of the present
volume.

One of Mr. Holyoske's friends wrote (June 16, 1852)
to Mr. Grant, saying :—

¢ The friends with whom I act would like to bring Mr.
H. in contact with some one of acknowledged ability, so
that we might have ¢ a foot to foot encounter,’ like the one
Dr. Ackworth says he will have with him at Bradford. It
occurs to us, then, that you are *a fit and proper person’
to engage in such a discussion; and if you would do so in
this town, we would do all in our power to expedite the
arrangements.”

To this Mr. Grant replied a fortnight afterwards :—

“T should prefer discussing the value as well as the
truth of Mr. Holyoake's whole mission, in some such
theme as the following :—

“ < What would be gained by mankind in general, and the
working-classes in particular, as to this life, by the removsl
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iv THE PUBLISHERS' PREFACE.

of Christianity, and substituting Atheism in its place ?
In other words, wherein consists the superiority of the
Atheist’s Gospel over the Gospel of Jesus Christ ?’

« « .« . “Perhaps Mr. Holyoake would favour
me with & statement of the advantages he maintains that
Athelsm would confer, and which Christianity opposes.

For the advantage of due consideration, that we may
not merely throw off at random statements that are imma-
ture, I should also request that the discussions be weekly,
and that we have three of them; Mr. Holyoake commenc-
ing to maintain his propositions as to the benefits of
Atheism, and I replying in equal time.”

This letter being forwarded to Mr. Holyoake, he replied
to the writer of it (July 16):—

“The first proposition you name as the subject of our
debate, strikes me, upon the first reading, to be a useful
one, with the change of one word. The proposition would
then stand as follows :—

‘¢What would be gained by mankind in general, and
the working-classes in particular, as to this life, by the
removal of Christianity, and substituting Secularism in its
place"’

. -« “You agsk me 1f I would supply you with

‘a statement of the advantages I maintain that ‘Atheism
(Secularism if you please) would confer, and which Chris-
tianity opposes.’ I will endeavour to do this, but I should
be much assisted if you would fisst inform me what are
the principal points of Christianity which you are con-
cerned to defend ; for the features of Christianity are stated
with important differences in nearly every discussion in
which I take part.”

Mr. Grant answered (July 27, 1852):— .

“In reply to your inquiry, ‘ What are the principal
points in Christianity I am concerned to defend ?’ I may

- state first, the New Testament in general, as the authori-
tative standard for Christians. Secondly, the general
" doctrines of ¢ the orthodox,’ more especially of the Inde-
pendents, with whose opinions you are well acquainted ;
cexcluding, however, election and reprobation, together
with the supposed condemnation of all men for Adam’s
fall, which are founded on metaphysical views, and about
which we are not agreed. . Thirdly, the particular doctrines
Z 2m concerned to maintain, are chiefly
“The Atonement, or God’s mercy to sinners provided
hrough the Redeemer H
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“The example of Christ, and all New Testament prin-
ciples, as our rule of life; -

“ The Judgment of the world by the Saviour, and parti-
cularly of the hearers of Christianity by the law of Chris-
tianity.

“Of course this includes the existence of God, and the .
immortality of the soul, together with our responsibility.
If there be any other doctrine not implied or expressed in
the above, I shall be happy to give you my view upon it.
And now allow me to inquire what yon mean by Secularism ?
whether it is not the practical side of Atheism, an attention
exclusively to man’s temporal wants, to the exclusion of
God, the soul, and a future existence ?”

A temporary illness occasioned some delay in Mr. Holy-
oake’s reply, who (on September 2, 1852) thus explained
his positions :—

“ Let the definitory affix accompany the proposition in
my last; the whole standing thus :—

* “'What would be gained by mankind in general, and the
working-classes in particular, as to this life, by the removal
of Christianity, and the substitution of Secularism in its
place ?

* By ‘ Secularism ' is meant giving the precedence to the
dutles of this life, over those which pertain to another
world.

“The leading points with respect to Secularism, thnt I
undertake to explain, are :—

¢« 1.—That attention to temporal things should take pre-
cedence of considerations relating to a future existence.

“2.—That Science is the providence of Life, and that
spiritual dependency in human affairs may be attended
with material destruction.

*“3.—That there exist (independently of Scriptural
Religion) guarantees of morality in human nature, in
intelligence, and utility. -

*These, as you perceive, include the ¢series of advan-
; tages I regard’ as conferred by ¢ Secularism.’

- - ‘““With respect to Christianity, I should advance these
propositions :—
*“A. The Atonement by the death of Jesus Christ is
unsatisfactory as a scheme, and immoral as an example.
“B. The example of Christ and the teachings of Yaw
New Testament—the first is unsuitable for imiteXion ;, Yne

second, unsuitable for guidance—except on the prncipe K

arbitrary gelection. ,
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‘ For the reason I mentioned, I am in some perplexity as
to the opinions of any religious body; and it would oblige
me if you would eonsider me quite ignorant of the ¢ opinions
of the Independents,’ and favour me with some brief ab-
stract, or refer me to some manual of them which you
accept.”

Mr. Grant thus answered, September 6th —

*‘ I may refer you to ¢ The Bible and the People,’ in which
my views on most topics of Christianity are pretty clearly
stated, and by which I abide. The only things I know
of, published by any general body of the Independents,
are the Congregational Library and the Year Book. The
Congregational Union has also published an outline of
doctrines, not as authoritative, but as expressing the
general opinions of our churches. The Bible is our only
authoritative manual.

“In glancing over the Thirty-nine Articles of the
Church of England, I find that, excluding some that are
ecclesiastical, and some that are metaphysical, together
with some that are liable to misapprehension, though
their general meaning is right; I could subscribe to the
following twenty-one out of the thirty-nine, namely, 1, 3,
4, 6,7, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 19, 22, 24, 25, 28, 29, 80, 31, 32,
S8, 89.

“ Out of these, and ‘ The Bible and the People,’ and the
New Testament, and the statements already made, I hope
you will be able to find enough for your purpose. And
now allow me to ask, what books or manuals you refer to
as the authorised statements of Secularism, and your views
in general ?”

This inquiry as to the standards of Mr. Holyoake's
opinions led to.the following statements, dated (other
letters intervening) October 15 :— ‘

“You ask ‘what books or manuals I refer to as autho-
rised statements of Secularism, and our general views ?’
I might refer you to half the books on Mr. Watson'’s list,
in which you would find one or other of our principles
stated. But the positive side of them is a more recent
development of our own. Our party has so long been
obliged to fight for the right to exist, that it has scarcely
yet been able to put forth any mature utterances in this
direction ; and what we have done has been rather tentative
and suggestive, than authorised. The prospectus of the
‘Cabinet of Reason’ will show you what we are endeavour-

ing to commence in this direction. Two wolumes of it
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have appeared. I may also refer you to my ¢ Rationalism,’
¢ Catholicism,” “ Philosophic Type of Religion,’ ¢ Logic of
Death,” ¢ Organisation of Free-thinkers,” and the twelve
volumes of the Reasoner generally (especially the articles
on Secularism in Nos. 828, 325, 827), as containing the
most of our views.”

On November 17, Mr. Holyoake wrote as follows :—

“1 do not observe that you describe any of the advan-
tages which Christianity, according to you, is to confer
upon the working classes. Pray be good enough to favour
me with them. In your letter of July 27, you mention the
¢ Atonement —the ‘example of Christ'—¢‘all New Testa-
ment principles,’ and the ¢ law of Christianity.’

“What do you mean by the ‘Atonement?’ Do you
understand by the Redeemer’s death an act for placating
Deity, and if not, what was the purpose of that death ?
May I ask what you mean by the ¢ example of Christ,’ and
which are ‘New Testament principles,’ and what is the * law
of Christianity;’ and is that law binding upon him who
makes it as well as upon them to whom it is administered ?
You will oblige me by answers to these questions.”

Mr. Grant replied, November 20 :—

“Thé best account of the Atonement is in the New
Testament; any view of it that you can fairly deduce from
that book, I shall feel bound to maintain: there also you
will find ‘the principles of the New Testament,’ after
which you make anxious inquiries.”

The Discussion commenced January 20, 1853, and was
continued for five Successive Thursday evenings.

Mr. Holyoske nominated as his Committee, Messrs.
James Watson, Richard Moere, Austin Helyoake, and the
Rev. Ebenezer Syme.

* Mr. Grant's Committee were the Revs. J. Campbell,
D.D., Robert Ashton, and Messrs. Samuel Morley, Samuel
Priestley, and J. S. Crisp. .

The Rev. Ebenezef Syme acted as Chairman for Mr.
Holyoake, and Mr. Samuel Morley for Mr. Grant; the
Rev. Howard Hinton being nominated as Umpire.

The proof-sheets of this Report have been read by both
Disputants, and the Report is published with their joint
consent.

27, Patsrnoster Row,
April, 1858. ]
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DISCUSSION,
de.

THURSDAY EVENING, JANUARY 20TH, 1853.

Mgz. EBENEZER SyYME:—Ladies and Gentlemen, I am requested
by the joint committees to read the programme of the night's
procecdings. The chair is to be taken at half-past seven o’clock,
Mr. Syme is to act as chairman for Mr. Holyoake and to announce
the subject of debate. Ishould add also, that Mr. Samuel Morley
is to act as chairman for Mr. Grant, and the Rev. John Howard
Hinton is to act as umpire. The subject of the debate is this:—
« What advantages would accrue to mankind gencrally, and to the
working classes in particular, by the removal of Christianity, and
the substitution of Secularism in its place.” Mr. Syme will also
read the rules of discussion as follows :—To continue six Thursday
evenings, beginning at half-past seven, and closing at ten o’clock.
First, Mr. Ilolyoake to commence, and speak for half an hour;
Mr. Grant will reply in half an hour; Secondly, Mr. Holyoake’s.
second speech, half an hour ; Mr. Grant's reply, half an hour.
Thirdly, Mr. Holyoake’s rejoinder, quarter of an hour: Mr.
Grant’s reply, quarter of an hour. If any difference of opinion
arise between the chairman on points of order the decision of the
umpire to be final.—You see then, ladies and gentlemen, what the
subject of discussion is to be. It is very clearly and plainly laid
down. Clearly, we are going to have a pitched battle. Both the
speakers are able men, and both, I believe, are equally sincere. I
for one am glad that the subject is to be brought before us in this
form. It devolves upon me to introduce Mr. Holyoake as the
first speaker; but this is a rather awkward position for we whe

am perhaps the most obscure man upon the praiform, mkmm‘.\
unknown to the present audience, while Mr. Holyotke 1n ery RS
»



2 CHRISTIANITY AND SECULARISM.

known, and, as I may say, to use Scripture language, Mas obtained
a “ good report” among his friends as well as among those who
are without. It is quite surperfluous for me to say anything to
recommend Mr. Holyoake to you. I have known him for two yefirs,
and have had every reason to esteem him highly both in private
and in public. I believe Mr. Holyoake to be more a truth-seeker
than a partizan, else I, for one, however much unknown, should
certainly have never stood by his side. But I may say I never
stood beside any one in public with more pleasure than I do beside
Mzr. Holyoake to-night. IfI am not mistaken, Mr. Holyoake will
take this opportunity of bringing before you something like posi-
tive truth. I have mistaken him altogether if he will speak and
debate merely for victory, and not for truth. If Mr. Grant be as
ready to see the truth that is in Secularism as Mr. Holyoake, I am
sure, is to see the truth that is in Clristianity, we shall have a
very pleasant and very profitable debate; and if it does not stand
just in that form and shape between the two combatants, this
discussion is not only worse than useless—it is a mere piece of
quackery altogether. The two gentlemen who are to speak stand,
I belicve, on common ground. They will bring their respective
tencts before you on the ground of reason, not falling back upon
authority, taking the common ground which we can all discern.
neither of them having an advantage over the other in that respect.
‘With these remarks, as the time is limited to each speaker, and it
would be improper in me to detain you longer, I shall intyoduce
Mzr. Holyoake to your attention.

Mr. S. MoRLEY :—Will you allow me for one moment, before
Mr. Syme introduces Mr. Holyoake, to assure you that I have
associated myself with Mr. Syme precisely in the spirit which
he has indicated in the remarks he has made to you. I hope
we are met to-night to listen to a straight-forward manly appeal
to our reason. And in connection with that I have to make one
request both to the gentlemen who are about to address us and to
you who are the audience this evening. It is this—that the
friends who are about to address us should abstain, as far as
possible, from anything that can approach to personal feeling or
reference, and that in any expression of coincidence of opinion,
which it would be absurd to suppose you will not from time to
time manifest, that also should be kept within the range of good
feeling and good fellowship, in order to prevent irritation, and
consequently perhaps loss of temper. I am sure you will excuse
the suggestion, as I hope it will tend to prowote the great objeot

e have in view—the arrival at truth, and not mere victory.
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Me. HOLYOAKE :—Messrs. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen,
As it has been appointed to me to open our discussion each even-
ing,—a task which I have neither sought nor avoided,—I shall
address myself to such points as scem to me most necessary and
most relevant; and for the information of Mr. Grant I hereby
state, that I shall take the course which he has requested,
and each night I shall consider in order one of the following
propositions :—

First, The Nature of Secularism; :

Secondly, Science, the Providence of manj

Third, Morals independent of the New Testament ;

Fourth, The Death of Jesus Christ: its policy and its example;

Fifth, The Eclectical uses of the Apostolical writings;

Sixth,—on the last evcning,—The General Advantages of
Secularism itsclf.

There is, however, a misconception common to many who are
auditors to-night which needs correction. Because of my general
willingness to discuss with opponents, it has been assumed that I
am bound to meet every person who may challenge my attention,
without reference to my public duties or my private convenicnce.
Because in a special work I have pleaded with the Clergy to
countenance mutual discussion between their flocks and the
people, and with the Philosophers to sanction it, it has been
inferred that I am bound to enter the arena at the peremptory
call of any minister, who after the sleep of ycars suddenly
awakes in the spasm of debate. Whereas our resolution respect-
ing discussion has been measured. 'We will not say, “ Discussion
is invited;” we have lately omitted this phrase from our
placards, because the Clergy assume that we court them, and that
we cannot win the public ear without the attraction of their
presence. We do not say, “ Discussion is permitted,” because
that to some seems to imply & condescension or an authority to
withhold it. For a similar reason we do not say, “Discussion is

. allowed,” beeause that to others scems to imply the right to dis-
allow it ; whereas discussion is the right of the public as a pro-
tection against dogmatic error, which so commonly creeps into
unquestioned advocacy. We therefore state on our announce
ments simply, “The opportunity of discussion is afforded” after
the lectures of our societies. Ministers may, if they sce fit,
avail themselves of such an opportunity; but beyond this pro-
vision we do not go, and we will count our advocacy ill-con-
ducted if it cannot be sustained without the excitement &
debate. Debate will be to us, wo think, sn adventege ;o e
“ canspiracy of silence,” so long adopted toWords Us, I8 DO W

opportunity to those who know how to wuse it. %ec\ﬁ»‘;:\ﬁ“ hon
»



4 CHRISTIANITY AND S8ECULARISM.

misjudged because seen chiefly by the light of the pulpit tradi-
tions of free-thinkers; it will, therefore, serve the purpose of
truth in this ‘controversy if I explain the points on which they
entertain opinions different from those which are ascribed to
them. The Secularists are a party of persons whose self-
possession has survived the antagonism naturally engendered in a
long struggle for liberty in the face of intolerant laws, and a
trying struggle for truth in the face of intolerant critics. But
when tyranny had somewhat subsided, and reflection was possi-
ble, the conscientious Free-thinker found that as he had always
been sincere himself, though misunderstood, no doubt the
Christian was actuated by equally good intentions, notwithstand-
ing his sometimes harshness of action. It is the misfortune of
the best of men often to hide good feeling under repulsiveness of
manner. You may find & hundred men who have the truth, for
one who has mastered the art of making it agreeable. Under
this conviction the Secularist applied himself to the reinspection
of the general field of controversy; and the adoption of the
following rules, among others, has been the consequence :—

First, To disuse the term atheist, since the public understand
by that word one who is without God and also without morality, -
and who wishes to be without both. .

Second, To disuse the term infidel, since Christians understand
by that term one who is unfaithful or treacherous to the truth;
whereas we are faithful to that which we consider the truth, and
incur some disadvantages in its defence. We therefore object to
those terms which have the effect of condemning us before we
are heard, and causing the public to regard us with foregone
disapprobation. :

Third, To recognise, not as a matter of policy merely, but as a *
matter of fact, the sincerity of the Clergy and the good intention of
Christians generally. We doubt not the truthful purpose of the
prophets and the apostles, and the moral excellence of many
passages in their writings; but we hold ourselves free to reject
such tenets as seem to us to contradict moral facts or the moral
sense.

Fourth, To seek the maxims of duty in the relations of man
to society and to nature, and, as the Christian Spectator did us
the honour to admit, * to preach nature and science, morality and
art : nature, the only subject of knowledge; science, the provi-
dence of life; morality, the harmony of action ; art, the culture
of the individual and of society.”

Various classes of persons are known for their dissent from the

_popular Christian tenets of the day. Some develope new notions
. of Prophecy ; some reject the authority of Mirecles, or explain
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them by the Rationalistic method. Some believe in the Inspira-
tion of the moral portions of the Bible, and rcject the sanguinary
and other offensive passages, especially of the Old Testament.
Some allege general objections to the inspiration of the Bible,
and others question the dogma of the immortality of the soul;
while an increasing party respectfully and deferentially avow their
inability to subscribe to the arguments supposed to establish the
existence of a Being distinct from nature. There are reasons
why each of these methods in its turn should be pursued. You
often meet with persons with whom the personal Existence of a
special Providence, the Immortality of the soul, or the In-
fallibility of the Bible, is the particulat avenue through which
the light of reason, liberality, and the practical service of man-
kind, alone can enter. In these individual cases, thesc dogmati-
cal avenues to the understanding must be opened by appropriate
arguments. Many Christians belicve that in the Bible which
they would not believe in any other book, and they believe it
because their understanding is first taken captive by Miracle and
by Prophecy. The miraculous Conception, the Trinity, some
parts of the Sermon on the Mount, would not be belicved if read
in the Koran; it has therefore often been found ncedful to de-
bates the questiox*of miracle and prophecy; and with particular
persons it may be so again. But as far as the public are con-
cerned another course might be taken, having wider application
and conveying more instruction. We might bring more into the
light those positive truths for which the criticism of the past has
been making way. For wide and unmanageable propositions and
a desultory warfare, perhaps indispensable to give us possession
of material and ground to stand upon, we might substitute pro-
portion of statement and definiteness of position. But in doing
this we neither ignore the course others pursue around us, nor
disparage the past; we only take additional steps, to occupy for
more practical purposes the ground alrcady won. We arc not
system builders; we disclaim the ambition, and we have no pre-
tension to the philosophy necessary for the task. Besides, it
‘seems to us that the people must take many steps before a new
system will be useful to them. Bewildered already by arbi-
trary systems, and exhausted by the struggles to live, they
will only listen to simple directions and practical guidance.
The world does not want to know more; it knows already much
more than it acts out. The over-riding desire of the poor man
and the thoughtful man is to realize life. To this end we direc”
our exertions. Out of the man yprinciples which the penetra-
tion of our forefathers discovered, and their courage established,
we select a fow best adapted to present service. ‘Toannounce newW
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. utopias would be more grand; but to meet the need and advance
the living interests of the hour is a truer contribution to the future.
Our precursory conceptions are to this effect. 'We believe in
relative Truth and discretionary Silence ; in Reason as a test; in
 Science as a power; in Service as a duty ; and in Endurance as a
virtue. And in Truth and Silence, in Re#son and Science, in Ser-
vice and Endurance, as we understand them, we seek Light and
Law, Power and Repose.

‘We say “relative Truth,” because the search after absolute .
truth is not successful; relative truth—agreement bétwcen a
proposition and the reality it represents—seems all we are able
to attain., We say “ discretionary silence,” because publicity
without discretion imwolves premature utterances: instead of
always serving it sometimes endangers the truth; it often en-
dangers its advocacy, as when you “ throw pearls before swine,
who turn again and rend you.” To keep back the truth when it
can be serviceable is indecd a serious fault; yet to suffer it to be
dragged forward to be destroyed is to betray the truth. Itisa
mistake of the poet to call truth immortal ; it is killed before our
eyes every day : prejudice and penal laws are constantly fatal to
it. In the fair and open encounter truth may prevail; but Infan-
tine Truth never had a fair encounter with Full-grown Error, and
he who, without conditions, exposes it to unwilling ears and preju-
diced minds, who seek its destruction, may be guilty of the mur-
der of truth; and where this danger does not exist, to thrust it
forward in season and out of season is to make it an offence. We
therefore claim the right of discretionary silence. If the forces of
Truth had becn helf as well commanded as the forces of Error
have been, Truth would have triumphed long ago. We therefore
claim the right of profiting by our experience and choosing when
we will speak—to whom we will speak, and, out of all the truth
we think we have mastered—how much we will speak.

‘We will suspend nothing that shall be needful to what we
avow ; our silence shall never contradict our speech; but we hope
never to speak on any man’s compulsion, but only at the dictate
of our deliberate judgment. “Reason” is a test of truth in this
broad and available sense. To reason is to try assertions by facts
of conscience and facts of experience and testimony. That asser-
tion which is sustained by the largest class of relevant facts is the
most to be relied upon. There is & broad and practical protection
in this view of the function of reason. It is on this account that
we encourage men to trust reason throughout, to examine all
things hopeful, respect all things probable, but rely upon nothing'
without precaution which does not come within the range of

salence and of experience. It is on the same account that wena\d
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the fair, universal, and open discussion of opinion to be the highest
guarantee of truth. Only that theory which is submitted to that
ordeal is to be regarded. Since only that which goes through it
successfully is to be considered as established. Now, by “ Science”
'we understand the methodized and derivative power that human
discoveries and philosophic patience have given to man for the
amelioration and elevation of his condition; by ¢ Service,” the
sentiment which helps man, which seeks to govern man through
. the promotion of his happiness, which seeks to compensate to the
unfortunate the harshness of their destiny, and to raise the low
to the level of the high; and *“ Endurance,” we regard as the
virtue which waits for the result.

‘We are not met but to discuss some of the principles of Seca-
larism: and the essential peculiarity of our Society deserves men-
tion, especially as many seem not to recognize it. Many of us
are not able to believe in the cxistence of a Supreme Being dis-
tinct from nature ; but we do not exact from members of Secular
Societics an agreement in opinion on this theoretical question.
‘We associate for practical purposes on the wide field of Secular-
ism outside the abstract question of the existence of deity. Many
of us do not hold the doctrine of the Immortality of the Soul;
but neither do we exact agreement on this point from our friends.
‘We seek the co-operation of all who can agree to promote present
human improvement by present human means. The existence of
God, the Future condition of man, are questions which five thou-
sand years of controversy have not settled; we thereforo leave
them open to the solution of Intelligence and Time; they shall
not be with us barriers which shall divide us from our brethren
we will not embarrass human affairs with them. Morality, that
system of human duties commencing from man, we will keep dis-
tinet from Religion, that system of human duties assumcd to com-
mence from God. This life being the first in certainty we give it
the first place in importance ; and by giving human dutics in re-
lation to man the precedence, we secure that all interpretations of

. spiritual duty shall be in harmony with human progress. It is
in the same spirit that we maintain a general neutrality with
regard to Christianism, and confine ourselves to the criticism of
religious and sacred records, when and when only they contradict
what we consider well-ascertained moral truth, or move men to
impede what we deem rational progress. Our views, therefore,
are Eclectic, Positive, and Pacific: * ecleetic,” because we select
them ¢ on Christian and on heathen ground;” * posiive) \netonan
they aftirm the leading practicol truths which we bald 4 * pesed

because we esteem onnd-wi]] ag the first trufn in sAvocssy.
think with Ams is @ little thing tnat we have

Y
o
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upon our side if we are constantly making it disagreeable to
others. The summary of the first three principles, I shall on sepa-
rate nights endeavour to maintain, is this. ~

First, our Secularist friends undertake to teach Secularism as
the philosophy of the things of time. A Secularist is one who
gives primary attention to those subjects the issues of which can
be tested by the experience of this life. The Secularist principle
requires that precedence should be given to the duties of this life
over these which pertain to another world.

Sccond, to teach that Science is the Providence of Man, and to
warn men that absolute spiritual dependency in human affairs
may involve material destruction.

And Third, to teach that there exist, independently of serip-
tural authority, guarantees of morality in human nature, inteili-
gence, and utility.

Some will ask, what do I call myself in a religious point of
view ? The question is irrelevant in respect to this discussion, but
it will save time to answer it. The Christian professes to give an
historical account of the Origin of nature and of its government by
an independent Being. I cannot accept this account ; I have dis-
believed it for many years,and I disbelieve it still. My statement
of my heresy may not always have been happily rendered, it may
not have been uniformly rendered ; but throughout all variations it
has meant this. For want of a better and more congruous term, I
have with reference to theologiaus, used the term “ non-theist.” This
torm has the merit of expressing the rejection of dogmatic theism
without implying the rejection of morality, whichwe are desirous of
conserving. \What some call atheism is in one sense suspensive in
Sccularism.  We have always held that the existence of Deity is
*pust finding out,” and we have held that the time employed
upon the investigation might more profitably be devoted to the
study of humanity. It ought not, therefore, to take the world by
surprise that wo sometimes propose to act upon our own advice,
and devote oursclves mainly to those subjects which we consider
most {ruitful in practical results. A practical friend lately re-
minded us of a story he deemed applicable to us. One who had
sevisited the college where he was educated, and found the old
professors still discussing abstract theology, was asked what they
were doing, and the reply was: “One is milking the barren
heifer, and tho others are holding the sieve.” We never meant
this to be true of us, and we will take care that it isnot. It is
worthy of remark, that so long as we appeared to be occupying

ourselves in this way, little notice wos token of us ;, buk no sooner
did wo betako ourselves to the more practical ospect of our adve-
cagy than a “ mission ” was bespoken against us. Our resolukion



FIRST EVENING. 9

therefore, is taken to continue in that direction. We are encou-
raged in this course from a conviction that our special opinions
touching the doctrines of nature will be best promoted by this
course. The prevailing notions of theology do not appear to us
capable of being maintained in argument. Great numbers of per-
sons distrust all church accounts of the origin of nature, but ac-
quiesce because they deem a belief in something of that kind need-
ful for personal satisfaction and for the government of society.
More than this, numbers of Theists are restrained from examining
the opposite side on account of the immorality and disorganiza-
tion, which in their opinion must ensue, if the truth of theism were
shaken. No theoretical answer, however cogent, will have weight
with this order of thinkers; nothing but practical results will
make an impression upon them. For myself, I hold with Campa-
nella, that truth is the foundation of all philosophy. It scems to
me to underlie’all virtue, all welfare; and whatever appears to me
to be true I take for granted will work well. But the number of
persons who have this implicit relianco on simple truth is by no
means g0 great as the “friends of progress” commeonly suppose.
You must not only show a thing to be ¢rue, you must also show
it to be safe, or very few will listen to you. It therefore happens,
that the practical course we hope to pursue, while it appears to
suspend our theoretical doctrine of nature, is the most likely
course to advance it which could be devised. There are many of
us who trace all religious evil to one root, and regard ¢ the belief
in a God as an Atlas of error bearing on its broad shoulders a
world of immoralities ;” and because they could trace a logical
connection betwecn this cause and the consequence they deplored
they laid the axe to the great trunk, and thought if they severed
that the tree would fall. I once thought with them, but expe-
rience has taught me differently. Religious error is like the
Banyan tree: every branch has taken independent root in the
soil of superstition, and must be cut through before the tree will
fall. There are many trunks to sever, and we may take our
choice. There is room for judgment, as well as constant opportu-
nity of service. Men are seldom logical in their errors. You
cannot reform the world by a logical coup détat. You must be
content to study men in groups, and meet their states of thought *
specially and patiently. It is on this account that we are turning
our attention to Secularism, which not only realizes our earliest
aims, but also meets the wants of that portion of our fellow-crea-
tures whom humanity teaches us first to endesvour %o serxe.
Two things are said by our opponents on. learning t\iﬁ’_:m\\\‘mnﬁ\
ours: first, that we are abandoning our cbjections ‘o Tndwwme
secondly, that we are seeking to advance cur principes ;mj WOt
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refined and subtle modes. Now, gentlemen, say which you please,
but you must not say both at once; for it cannot be true that we
are abandoning our principles, and at the same time studying new
modes of advancing them. Those of us who are realists in theo-
logy are not abandoning our views, but are taking an open and
honest ground of advancing them by proving that they are com-
patible with the service of the people. Our principles have dis-
posed us to look for neutral ground of human duty, and by freeing
us from Sectarian prejudice, have enabled us to occupy it. We
will work with all who will work for the Secular welfare. We
trepan no man. None who work with us for Secular welfare
need think with us on other points. We deceive no man by
offering to co-operate with any on temporal questions, and in
seeking to serve all. Morality is the independent and neutral
ground on which we both endeavour to meet.

MR. MORLEY :—It becomes now my duty to introduce to you
the Rev. Brewin Grant; and in so doing, without, I hope, evincing
any undue partizanship, I shall content myself with reminding
Mr. Grant that his friends expect that he will do his duty.

Mg. GRANT :~It is impossible for me to convey an adequate
idea of the heavy weight of responsibility under which I com-
mence, and with which I have anticipated this discussion, knowing
as I do, that whatever others may say against our responsibility
for belief, we cannot escape the consequences of our actions, and
of those dispositions and opinions in which actions originate;
believing, as I do, that if there be any human duty this is the first
and foremost to seek the truth honestly, to inquire with fairness,
‘and tearch with scrupulous conscientiousness. Whatever may be
the carelessness with which we write or speak on other occasions,
‘when we presume to guide or oppose others on important questions,
there is a grave responsibility resting on speaker and hearer.
‘When I consider the many readers who may ponder the words
attered, if there be any justice or injustice, if a man may benefit

- or injure another, if there be any social duty, there is no more
sacred obligation than to refrain from all misleading, and to do all
in our power towards helping men in those things in which we
may do them the most harm or the most good. My anxiety is

" mnot on this occasion lest Christianity should be overthrown, that
is settled in my own mind as an impossibility; I am anxious only
that my fellow-men should not be misled into the rejection of that

which I believe is for their benefit, the truth of which is not at
all interfered with by their acceptance or rejection of it,ouk the
Bcceptableness of which may be interfered with by the twyper-
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fections of its professors, and by the nuskilfulness of its defenders.
The proper and best defence of Christianity is, that it be under-
stood—as the best refutation of infidelity is an exposition of it,
which, if truly done, amounts to an exposure. My main object,
therefore, will be not so much to defend Christianity as to show
you how often it has been misrepresented, and especially to show
that secularism is not worth having, whether Christianity be
continued or not, and that therefore no benefits can come from its
introduction. It is enough to show this; and if in doing so I
advance opinions for which secularists are not prepared, they have
to consider two things; first, that I have carcfully read and
marked every page that has issued from the Reasoner Office. and
therefore may be presumed to know as well as any one the pro-
ceedings and writings of that section of infidels. Nor is any
original lecturer on Socialism better acquainted with the opinions
of Robert Owen, from which Secularism sprung, than I am, and
have been for the space of twelve years. Some opinions may
therefore be advanced which, to those who look only at modified
sentiments and statements, may seem extreme and unjust, but
may still be very well maintained by unquestionable facts. Se-
condly, any who are surprised at some assertions are requested
also to consider the possibility of my being able, after a considera-
tion as extensive as they who believe in Secularism have given to
the subject, to give a conscientious and intelligent opinion as to
my conclusion on the matter. If I employ any epithets, let them
not be taken as a reason for not cxamining whether the epithets
are not just conclusions from previous arguments. Nor let it be
set down as bigotry or personality, if I do not take the cheap pro-
fessions of any men as to their justice or liberality, but proceed
at once to disprove their pretensions. We make a grave mistake
when, respecting matters of opinion, we speak of toleration or
charity. We owe all men the justice (not the charity or toleration)
of conceding all the liberty we demand for ourselves, according
to the golden rule of Christianity, which neced not be removed for
freedom, ¢ Whatsoever ye would that men should do to you, do
ye even so to them.” If this be immoral or illiberal, it is my
adopted rule of morality, and standard of rational frecdom. But
as to opinions themselves, if false we are to opposo them; thoy
have no claim to charity, and justice consists in removing them by -
all reasonable means; whilst in relation to individuals we are to
pursue a course of impartial justice, It is not illiheral to prove
that some teachers are deceivers. It is higotry to charge men with
faults without proof: it is justice towards the lcoders ol ogiwiem,
it is justice and kindness combined towards their folowers, '
unmask whateve 13 for they cannot be truly the thenda
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of any man, least of all the friends of truth, who are not the
friends of honesty.

These remarks being general and applicable toboth sides, will we
hope, be satisfactory to those whose opinions we shall call in
question. We hope to say nothing about either the advocates of
infidelity or any other system that we shall not be able to make
good ; and all that is asked of those who differ from us is to con-
sider, not whether they like what we say, but whether it is true.
There may, perhaps, be a greater difficulty on the other side to
satisfy those who believe in Christianity. If the Secularists were
to search England through they could not find one who is more
fitted to defend their views—perhaps no person has had so much
training in debate as Mr. Holyoake. He has every advantage, and
his friends must say that if he cannot defend Seccularism nobody
else can: whereas the Christian world abounds with better ad-
vocates than I can pretend to be—men of learning, ready utterance,
sound research; and my only hope in this controversy is in the
fact, that I know as well what the Secularists have printed as
either its writers or its readers. I am not fit to touch the ark of
God; but I can fill the idol Secularism with the produce of his
own priests, till he fall to pieces with swallowing under pressure
the sacred books of his devotees. I require only time to read
extracts and draw conclusions, to bring Secular writers as wit-
nesses against Secularism and against themselves. To do this
with tolerable satisfaction to my own mind would require twelve
nights instead of six. The time agreed upon, however, will enable
me to display some of the blessings of the word Secularism, as
implicd in the definition, and two metaphysical abstractions called
“ benefits to the working classes in particular.” The whole three
appear very barren, but may have some mysterious charm in them,
which would never be scen nor suspected at first sight, and can
perhaps only be discerned by what in Scotland is called *second
sight.” If these are the first-fruits that rcason has brought to
the market after so many ages, we have not much reason to be
very sanguine for the future, and therefore had better make the
best of the present abortion. I am anxious that my aim in this
discussion shall be understood at the outset—what I propose in
relation to Christianity and Secularism.

I do not forget that we have a strong city with walls and bul-
warks ; nor do I aspire to the high office of leading and instructing
others in the loftier themes of religion. This may with confidence,
be left with those who, in a spirit of profound and deep philosophy,

are more experienced and better acquainted with the height of that
great argument—men who are able to exhibit fhe full power &
Christianity, and the firmness of that ancient snd stll youlhta\
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structure,—these may point out the solid rock-work forming the
base, the firm masonry rising above, whose cement has set for ages
like liquid iron, first insinuating itself into every crevice, and
then assuming its rigid state, locking in the embrace of an im-
pregnable fortress all manner of stones and buildings which are
there. It is for these more cultivated spirits from the retire-
ments of a meditative lifc to display to thc admiring gnze of
disciples, whose faith is strengthened the morc in proportion as
they see further and understand more, the wonderful works of
God. These may explain the harmony, strength, and grandeur of
this temple of truth and city of the living God, as they walk about
Mount Zion, tell all the towers thereof, and mark well her bul-
warks. Mine is the humbler occupation of scouring the plain
which leads to this city of habitation, to pursue and drive away
the erroneous and strange wandering Arabs who annoy the
travellers Zionwards, wounding some and capturing others that
may have wandered from the close caravan of our marching
churches, forgetful of the orders of their great Captain : to redeer
those captives, and cover others from the darts of these nomadic
tribes, to establish posts of defence and safety along the line of
road towards the hope set before men in the Gospel, and to check
the incursions of the turbulent and irregular bands who arc united
in no other purpose than a banditti warfarc on all passengers
along the King’s highway. But now, behold they are encamped ;
they for once take a stand; they are building a fortress of their
own; they will have a terrestrial city; its top will not reach unto
heaven, because therc is no such a place; and this adamantine
supposition is the basis of the building. It will be adorned from
the storehouse of Hadad-ezcr, who had “excceding much brass.”
They are at work with axes and hammers; the scaffolding is reared
already, but the building is only “tentative.” They are ¢ en-
deavouring to commence” their Babel, and the confusion of tongues
is amongst them. One calls for bricks, and another bringsa “new
development ;” the plan is to be altered; they call a conference,
and do a paper constitution ; they mark out a new ground plan,
after which to build up ¢ the positive side,” which by a miracle has
tarned up out of a negative; for though creation is impossible,
since nothing can come out of nothing, yet they have made some-
thing of it ; as denials are turned into affirmations, making logic
& nullity, which declares that no conclusion can come out of
negative premises. Thus do they overturn Aristotle, that the
posltlve side may have a chance; just as a little time ago Commu-
mism put to flight political economy. Occurrences like these, in
which men’s heads must be turned, leave no room to wonder at
the confusion of tongues; the only difference between this Bebel
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and the former one is, that the old Babel never got the roof on,
and the new one has no foundation : one had no top, the other has
no bottom. The labourers at this castle in the air indicate the
confusion which reigns in the atheistic camp—for though the
universe is orderly without a God. by chance, the chances are
against anything similar on a small scale. Nature is a standing
miracle, quite different from the course of nature in the sceptical
microcosm, which is an instance of most admired disorder.

Let us, howerver, be accurate, for they will repudiate the_term
Atheistic, and prove from our use of it that we do not understand
their sentiments. They are for progress, and to ketp up with
them makes us almost out of breath. It is positively some
months since the term Atheist became obselete as Mr. Holyoake’s
watchword. The one who disbelieves in a God is not here to-
night—that department of free thought is transferred to W. C.
Atheism is an armour which Mr. Holycake has proved to be un-
adapted to modern warfare; his old armour has been rusting
three months : let those charge him with yesterday's opinions who
forget that the world goes on. and that progress is the order of
the day. and of the night also. This modern confusion of tongues
is peculiar. The builders not only misunderstand one another,
but the master-builders now and then forget themsclves, and
learn & new mother-tongue. Charles Southwell's imprisonment
opened the eyes of Mr. Iolyeake to the glaring fact that there is
no God; but he has shut his eyes again to leave the question
open. A blow rcceived by Southwell affected Mr. Holyoake’s
organ of language, and he straightway spoke in the atheistio
dialect; but when patient hod-men had learned this pafois, and
brought atheistic bricks to build the chimney as something
“ tentative,” before the walls arise, the indignant answer is given
in another dialect. Mr. Holyoake is surprised; he does not
understand; his speech has again gone from him. He is no
Atheist—it is a slander; as not long before he remarked it was
ignorance to call him Deist; and heis not an Atheist now, for they
have left that question open, that they may be able to get out.
And still they build a system on the idea of no God and no future
life, for their method is the exclusive attention to this life,—Secu-
lar, as opposed to spiritual, divine, and eternal. They do not now
deny another life; they will not deny God theoretically, only
practically, as being, if not less emphatic, less offensive. They
attend to the present, leaving the other life and God open ques-
tions. In other words, they build on an opening, on the surface
of a bottomless gulf, rearing to the clouds a magnificent edifice
that rests on nothing. All this will be certainly obvious, as we

follow the line marked out of definition emd benefita—the defind-
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tion being an assamption, and the benefits being irrelevant metaphy-
sical abstractions. Mecanwhile, we may notice some few of those
points with which we have been favoured, after which we shall
enter upon some questions nceessary for the right understanding
of this debate. :

I am glad to find Mr. Holyonke at the commencement of his
speech state the line he intended to pursue, and that he agreed
to the line that I laid down before. It would have been better,
however, if he had told me this before the discussion commenced.
Mr.-Holyoake now says he is not open to the peremptory call of
every minister. Does he forget that his call was first on me—
that he came to me in my chapel at Birmingham, and gave me his
objections, that I might answer them in the evening—that he
came in the evening and watched me, and spoke of me in the
Reasoner in a somewhat peculiar way ? So that he is not forced
into this discussion; he forced others, and now I am glad to
learn that he finds discretion in silence. Mr. Holyoake says now
that they will not say they permit debate. They said so but a
very little time ago. The most extraordinary observations, how-
ever, were those which related to conspiracy. A conspiracy has
been laid against the Sccularists, or rather two conspiracies, one the
conspiracy of silcnce, and the other the conspiracy of assailants.
If we do not speak we are afraid; if we do we are “the Kersley
QGladiator.” If we maintain silence, it is the conspiracy of
silence; if we speak, it is the conspiracy of assailants; so that
whether we specak or are silent it is impossible to please. Secu-
larists, they tell us, rcinspected the ficld of controversy, and as
the first result, they abandon the term * Atheist.” This is mend-
ing their ways to commence with. They abandon also the term
Infidel, as meaning one who is faithless to the truth, and they
doubt not the faithful purpose of prophets and apostles. I wish
Mr. Holyoake had said so before in his Reasoner, in which he
often accuses them of different principles, as I shall show in the
subsequent parts of this debate. He then comes to Secular
maxims in relation to man and nature. Is there any onec who
denies any maxim of duty in rclation to man and nature? Does
not Christianity give the maxims of duty in relation to man and
nature, when it says, “ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyseclf ;”
axid “ there is none other greater commandment than this?” If
you have any better principle of action between man and man we
shall be happy to see it. They do not now ignore the past; they
do not discourage the past; they only come here {0 wahetivake
Beoulerism for Christianity. They select a few principles ook N\
tho past, as one method of expressing their abandoning ’mﬂ":‘
Jecting other prineinles. They believe in resaon, in BISNR,

)l
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in truth. Let us not be deceived by such wide words. * Are there
any men who have ever come before the world who have not
said, “ We are for reason, we are for truth!” The question is,
“ What is reason? what is truth?” Mr. Holyoake need employ
no time in proving that we have the right of discussion : we do
not question here whether he has a right to speak, but whether
he speaks right things. They do not exact agreement upon other
questions, if we go with them in human improvement and prac- -
tical matters. Then why do they come forward and oppose what

* they call theoretical opinions? The question of God, it seems, is
not yet settled; it would be wise and philosophical to say, ¢ not
settled to my satisfaction ”—it may be settled to the satisfaction
of other people. But if you believe nothing that is not yet settled
there are few things you can believe, for there are very few things
that may not be questioned. A general neutrality is now held in
reference to Christianity, except as it is opposed to rational pro-
gress. If Mr. Holyoake had told us what particular point of
rational progress Christianity opposes he would have done some-
thing towards this discussion. Now he comes forward and says
it is not Atheism he advocates, but Non-theism. Atheism, you
must understand, is from the Greek “no,” and Non-theism from
the Latin “no;” that is all the difference, and I have no doubt
this very nice distinction will be “all Greek” to some. That
story of the barren heifer is one that is rather faded, like a great
many other things. At the same time, Mr. Holyoake observed,
thcy never meant that the story should be true of them. They
might not mean it, but it may be true of them for all that. If
they would but show us a pailful of good milk—not chalk and
water—they might speak; but if they are charging us with
“ milking the barren heifer,” and holding the sieve, while they are
doing nothing, I think they might be better employed.

I hope “the working classes in particular” will never despair,
after what they have heard Mr. Holyoake say. It is true, Robert
Owen did much for mankind, besides calling us all fools, which
was logically necessary to save his own credit, since either we
were all irrational, or else he was not quite right. But Mr. Holy-
oake, who once swore by that Master, has now improved upon
the teacher, and is going to see to the question himself. His
simple agency is three propositions, which he says are verses
from the book of nature; but he does not say what page nor what
edition, but that it is a very large volume; so, perhaps, he will
never be able to find the place again; that we may turn over the

Jeaves, and see it for ourselves. It is said that Joe Smith found
2 book, which he never showed to anybody ; and {bis wes Wise.
Zrue, Martin Harris was allowed to teke some of {he charackers

Y
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or letters, which Joseph copied, for tho inspection of Professor
Anthon, saying that they were reformed Lgyptian characters.
It was evidently a gipsy story; but Anthon could sec no cha-
racter in them. They were worse than Greek to him, and seem
to have been reformed “ pothooks and hangers.” Now, whatever
may be the value of literal pothooks, real ones are very uscful
when we have anything to hang on them; but if you were to
put in these three propositions, they would be as harmless as a
chip in porridge. Mr. Holyoake, in our correspondence, was
“afraid I expected something extravagant.” It would be ex-
travagant to expect anything from the professions of men whe
have only failed before. To understand the exact nature of the
present discussion, it is nccessary to be acquainted with the cor-
respondence which led to it, as that limits the terms, and indi-
cates the object. On this account, I hope that Mr. Holyoake will
agree with the proposal to have the correspondence, as the preface
to the discussion, in the printed report. There are two editions
now before the public. The genuine original is “The Finger-
post” edition, though that sign has been imitated in the curious
title of “ Wayside Points,” in which therc seems some mixture
of figure, as a cross between the railway points, and the old high
road. If this be the point of it, the figure is dcplorably out of
character. Fingerposts, for cross roads, are very useful and appro-
priate, amidst the ambiguities of so-called free inquiry ; but as all
the practical principles of human duty are borrowed from Chris-
tianity, so, as a sign of plagiarism, the Secularists have imitated
our “Fingerposts;” but in this case, as in the other, the imitation
is a perversion and misapplication. Weputup ¢ truth and error,”
the latter being on the dark side. They have consistently stereo-
typed an assumption, prejudged the case, and put ¢ Christianism”
on the dark side ; whilst they have assumed, further, that “ Chrig-
tianism” can be distinguished from Secularism, as far as regards
the duties of this life. The most characteristic features of their
art, however, is, the appropriate shape of their wayside point;
for, whilst our fingerpost has two arms, of reasonable length,
pointing along the road, theirs has enormously long arms, leaning

, downwards, as if requiring line props to keep them up—the true
sign of a tumble-down aflair; whilst the leaning of the hands
dewnward, is a true sign of the system—that it points towards
the.ground, as it is of the earth, earthy.

Bat whilst this correspondence should be studied, as I hope it
will be, by the audience, during the discussion, and by the reader
afterwards, to understand the relevance of any line of argument
entered upon, there have appeared some public contributions,
which properly complete that correspondence,and should be token
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into account, The Rev. John Angell James, of Birmingham,
writing to recommend the speaker for a mission to the working
classes, declared that, though Mr. Holyoake had spoken with
contempt of Carr's Lane Sunday-school, and his relation to Mr.
James, he still wished well to the advocate of infidelity. This
letter occasioned the following reply, on the part of Mr.
Holyoake :—

¢ T0 THE EDITOR OF THE BRITISH BANNER.

“8ir,—~The letter of your venerable and distinguished corre-
spondent, the Rev. John Angell James, has been read by me with
great interest. I may smile at its strange statistics of free-think-
ing resources; but I am not insensible to the benevolent feeling
which breathes throughout the letter—a feeling which I can appre-
ciate, though I may deem it misdirected.

“ Mr. James makes a passing allusion to my filial relation to
my parents, He doubtless had that from one, whose severe truth
is as striking as her piety and her affection. It is generous in
him to notice what he might have suppressed. A kind word I
never forget; and I thank him for recognizing that my opinions
have at least not ¢ corrupted’ me into forgetfulness of that grati-
tude, which every child owes to those who nurtured him in his
helplessness, and defended him in his youth. I wish I could show,
to Mr. James'’s satisfaction, that the same opinions will not *cor-
rupt’ others. Let me tell Mr. James, that I am so far from look-
ing back with ‘contempt’ on past relations with him, that I am
disposed to pay great deference to the notice he has done me the
honour to bestow upon me; and I will therefore say to him, what
I would not say to members of that ¢ mission’ he proposes: Why
is it that we arc still addressed as ¢infidels,’ though we are not so
in the sense in which either the public, or Mr. James himself,
understands that offensive term ? ‘Why does he speak of our views
as ¢ Atheism,” while we choose another name, more truly express-
ing our convictions P

“ The young minister has a position to win, and he proposes to
make himself felt by obnoxious epithets—thinking that to make
himself felt is to make himself a power. He mistakes harshness
for faithfulness, and imagines that when he has denounced he has
conquered, and that when he has irritated, he has persuaded. But
the eminence of the Rev. Mr. James renders these arts as unne-~ _.
cessary to his distinction as they must be incompatible with the
dictates of his wiser experience, which must teach him that the

people will naturally ask, ¢ How can we expect the trath where we
do not find courtesy ?’ The tone.the Chrisiian Spectotor nas
of late manifested towards freethinmkers, would commend the
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patient attention of a thousand auditors, who would not give
half an hour to a biting sarcasm, and a nibbling logic.

“If the proposed mision proceeds on the assumption that we
paint the Clergy as the enenics of the working class, it would do
us injustice. 'We do not doubt the good intention of Christian
ministers, though we dispute the wisdom of their means.

“If the ¢ Mission’ assumes that we *subvert the faith of the
i people; it will fail. We do not ‘subvert faith;’ we systematize
} opinions, and direct practical issues which might run parallel

with Christianity, if you would let them. But history will one day
ctell with estonishment, that in the hour when scepticism laid
down its antagonism Christianity took it up.
“T have the honour to be,
“ Your obedient servant,
“ GEO. JacoB IIOLYOARE.

sy

« Manchester,
“ Nov. 14th, 1852.”

The following letter also appeared in the British Banner :—-
“TO THE EDITOR OF TIIE BRITISH BANNER.

“ 81R,—Mr. Holyoake declared in your last, that he had never
spoken with ¢contempt’ of Mr. James’s Sunday-school, and ex-
pressed great admiration and respcet for Mr. Jamnes, in order to
exhibit bitterness to Mr. Grant, as ono ¢ who had a position to
win’ Mr. Holyoake has a position to lose: he inquircs, How
can there be truth whero there is no courtesy? &e. Now, it is
certain we may not look for truth where there are lics and hypo-

These are plain words: I flatter no man ; that may be left
to the Christian Spectator. Pleasc to print the following Preface
by Mr. Holyoake, to an insolent tirade on Mr. James's Anzious
Inquirer, which Mr. Holyoake inserted in the Reasoner (No. 70,
p- 627, vol. iii.) The following is a copy, and your rcaders may
judge how far a mission is requisite to open the eyes of the work-
ing classes to the practices of these truth-seekers.

¢« Five years of my youth were wasted in the Sunday School of
Cary’s Lane Chapel. Every Sunday once, and gencrally twice,
during that long period, it was MY MISFORTUNE to sit under the
Rev. Angell James, a believing recipient of such PERNICIOUS
TRASH a8 that in the Anzious Inguirer, to which Mr. Chilton
usefully draws attention. If ever I and the Rev. Angell James
meet at the bar of God, and justice is there afforded for those who
Aave been WRONGED in life, I shall demand, at the hands of the
Rev. John Angell James, the restitution of the buoyant years of my
youth, which he so clouded with melancholy, and idly * anziouws’
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thoughts. Next to THE EVIL which I thus SUFFERED, was the
misery inflicted on many near and dear to me. Distinet be-
fore me, at this moment, are the agonizing expressions of those
who believed or feared they had committed the redoubtable sin
against the Holy Ghost. Without fear of contradiction, I venture

" the opinion, that if the Holy Ghost has a particle of humanity in
him, THERE IS NO SIN AGAINST HIM LIKE WRITING ANXIOUS
INQUIRERS. Devoutly thankful am I to stand where I do, look-
ing down on the dangers, the traps, the gins, and pitfalls of evan-
gelical picty, which I have escaped. Rightly did Shelley ex- °
claim, “ 1 WOULD RATHER BE DAMNED with Plato and Lord Bacon,,
than go to heaven with Malthus and Paley,” or he might have
added; witH ANGELL JaMES. [That is, Mr. Holyoake would
rather be damned than go to heaven with Angell James.] 1If in
Birmingham, I should think it my duty to distribute a copy of
Mr. Chilton’s article [on the Anxious Inquirer] to every member
of Mr. James's congregation, and to the teachers in the Sunday-
school. I hope some friend will do it to the Sunday-school
teachers, as a smatier of conscience, to save them, not only from
the wrath to come, but from the wrath that is come, wherever
Anxious Inquirers have gone. I shall send Mr. James a copy.
Ep.’—i. e. George Jacob Holyoake.

“The above is word’for word ; and [ ask you if it is not infa-
mous, and whether Mr. Holyoake can pretend to truthfulness
after this, and his letter of last week.

“Tue Yorxe MINISTER.”

MR. HOLYOAKE :—Mr. Chairman, Now that Mr. Grant has
amused himsclf by the speech he has just made—I hardly suppose
he intends to call that discussion—I shall proceed with two
things: to deal briefly with what he has said, and further to ex-
plain the case which it is my duty to place beforec you. With
regard to the addition of the correspondence (it is the business of
the committee to determine where it shall appear), he has my con-
sent to its appearance as a prefacc to the published report of
these proceedings. He thinks that because we have put Chris-
tianism in the shade, we have preJudged the case. Have we
done any more than he did himsclf in his opening speech, whero
he told us he was satisfied that the overthrow of Christianity waq 1'-_
“ unposslblc ?”  Surely he has prejudged the case in this coniy
troversy in a pretty decided manner. There are various t }
which he has seen fit to apply towards ourselves. That lan, k;
I am not going to reciprocate. Mr. Grant has told you that r
have had some experience in controversy; I have: and my exk:

Perience is this—that that kind of language neither sdvances th
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truth, nor good feeling, nor does any credit to those who employ
it. Now, he has read to you a correspondence between myself
and the British Banner, concerning the Rev. John Angell James.
The comments which he read to you concerning the Anaious
Inquirer were written at a time when I was, I think not un-
naturally, concerned at various expressions which Mr. James
himself had used with regard to my friends and my opinions.
In No. 87 of the papers published in the City Road by the Tract
Society, he has an article upon * Socialism,” and he begins with
this language, “ Call it not Socialism, call it devilism;” and Mr.
James proceeds to show that drunkenness and all sorts of crime
are the consequences of the dissemination of Socialism. As I
knew all this to be untrue, as I believed Mr. James to be wholly
mistaken, and as his 4nzious Inquirer was written in the same
strain, I did write about it, as Mr. Grant relates, those words of
disparagement ; and I have no wish to conceal my opinion upon
that subject. But I mean to say this, that I wrote about it more
in sorrow than in contempt; and of Mr. James himself, or of my
past relations with him, I have never spoken with contempt,
although Mr. Grant opened his letter by saying so; and when
Mr. James alludes to me with some kind feeling, I respond to
it with that courtesy which is due to him under the circum-
stances, and which is always due from a young man to an aged
pastor. It was the first time since I left Mr. James's school that
he had ever noticed me with kindness, and I certainly felt
pleased to show him that, however widely I differed from him-in
opinion, I was not unmindful of the respect due to one who had:
earnestly advised me in my youth to the best of his judgment.
Now this was conduct on my part one would have thought a
Minister of the Gospel would have approved of, especially as Mr.
James is Mr. Grant’s superior in the same church. Instead of
this our “Young Minister,” who appears to be Mr. Grant him-
self, calls me coarsely a liar and a hypocrite. Thus, when dealing
with Mr. Grant, courtesy is construed into an odious offence ; and
you are made to feel that it is first a misfortune to know an In-

. dependent Minister, and next that his own colleague will call you

« infamous” if you treat him with respect. Now, as the British

' Banner published that letter, and a second one which Mr. Grant

~will probably read, without reproof, it would seem that this is
the accredited way in which we are to be converted to Inde-
pendentism. Apparently the same writer, the “ Young Minister,”

. .mhder the name of “Philo Brewin,” speaks of the correspondents

»?:-,%"e tone of fairness of the Christian Spectator. This « Philo

¥
et

of the Reasoner, who had merely expressed their gratification at

in” declares these persons to be men full of insolence snd.
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self-importance.” This wanton outrage is made upon men his
seniors, and as respectable and as well conducted as Mr. Grant
himself. Thus at one moment Mr. Grant will tell you that we
arc rude, and in the next he makes every form of good feeling an
offence. Mr. Grant may fancy that he will in this way approve
himself as a missionary, but he will only thus propagate a new
dislike of Christianity by such a course.

We are met for the explanation of the proposition, ¢ That
attention to temporal things should take the precedence, both in
time and in importance, of considerations relating to a future ex-
istence ;” this is the first proposition which I have to explain and
support. That which pertains to this world, which relates to
human life and welfare, which can be tested in time, by facts of
nature, experience, and consciousness, is what is meant by the
term “Secular,” We would go to the facts of this life for the
duties of this life. Christianity moulds human dutics to suit the
prospects of another life. We consult simply the requirements
of our present state. Secularism would make human duty inde-
pendent of another state of cxistence. I am not indifferent to
the consequences of human conduct. On this head we are as
careful as the Christian, but we sce reason to take a different
course in order to secure it. The earnest Christian regards this
life as a temptation drawing him away from the contemplation of
future world-truths; we, on the contrary, regard this world, and
its wisc and pure realization, as the condition of desert with
respect to another state of existence. I tell Mr, Grant, as I told
Mr. Townley, that the future is not the property of Christians
algne; we claim some insight into it as well as themselves. The
King of Death throws open his wonderful empire to all the
human race, and unfolds its solemn gates as wide to the pauper
as to the king. 'When one passes through into the terrible soli-
tude of eternity, where none can appear by proxy, none can take
sccond-hand opinions to present. When a man gocs, as it were,
to confront destiny, and submit, it may be, to. the interrogations -
of the Eternal, he must stand dumb unless he has thought for
himself. Nothing can sustain him but the habit of independence ; '
nothing can give him courage but innocence; nothing can sup-
port him but the integrity of his convictions. It is on this
account that we, without arrogance and without fear, seek to
walk by that light which scems to us to display the path of duty.
Why we prefer the Secular to the spiritual sphere is this—thag '
cxperience seemns to us entitled to precede speculation, Of the;
things of this life we know something personally; of the thingi

of the future we really know nothing except by testmony,
second-hand and disputable. Now in this way orises the Natme
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tion of Secularism; and a very broad distinction it is. We
follow the Scripture of Nature rather than the Scriptures which
other people consult. If the laws or the properties of Nature
clash with the laws of Christianity, then we think we are free to
follow the laws or order of Nature; because, to be in harmony
with Nature is surely the beginning of all true worship that may
be possible to man.

You have heard Mr. Grant make reference, in the correspond-
ence he has read to you, to the 4nxious Inquirer, by the Rev. J.
A. James. Mr. Grant said, “Secularism was good for nothing ;"
that it gave us no sort of direction; implying that Christianity
did everything which was proper for us in this world. Now we
give temporal duties the precedence, or they would never have
the precedence given to them by the New Testament Christian,
Few indced would be able to do it; few would dare to attempt
it. Now the Rev. J. Angell James, in his Anzious Inquirer,
which appears to have been adopted by the Religious Tract
Society, and is therefore a representative book : Mr. James has,
on the sixth and seventh pages, this passage; and when I have
read the passage (which relates to what we ought to do, and how
we ought to conduct our lives, and what we ought to belicve, and
think, and feel), then you shall answer whether or not it is
possible to be properly attentive to the interests & this world,
and follow out the directions of the Anxious Inquirer, which are
the doctrines Mr. Grant is here to defend.

4 Eternal salvation is the great cnd of life. Get what.you
will, if you lose this you have lost the purpose of existence.
Could you obtain all the wealth of the globe; could you rise
the possession of universal empire ; could you, by most splendi
discoveries in science, or most useful inventions in afgbr most
magnificent achievements of literature, fill the earth-#ith the
fame of your exploits, and send down your name with to
the latest ages of time; still if you lost the salvation of your
soul you would have lived in vain. Whatever you may gain, life
will be a lost adventure if you do not gain salvation. The con-
dition of the poorest creature that ever yet obtained eternal life
through faith in Christ Jesus,—although he had a mere glimmer-
ing of intellect, just enongh of understanding to comprehend the
nature of repentance, although he had lived out his days amidst
the most squalid poverty and repulsive scenes, although he was
unknown cven among the poor, and although when he died he
was buried in a pauper’s grave, on which no tear was ever shed,
—is infinitely to be preferred to that of the most succesdinl wmere-

- ehant, the greatest conqueror, the profoundest philloacpoer, St

&he sublimest poet that ever existed, if he Yived snd A Wik
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salvation. The lowest place in heaven is infinitely to be preferred
to the highest place on carth. Go on, then, and urge the ques-
tion, * What shall I do to be saved?’ Let no one turn your
attention from this matter. Aslong as you covet this, your eye

and heart and hope are fixed on the sublimest object in the uni-.

verse ; and when officious but ignorant friends would persuade -

you that you are too anxious, point them to the bottomless,
pit, and ask them if any one cai be too anxious to escape
its torments,—point them to heaven, and ask them if any.
one can be too anxious to obtain its glories,—point them to
eternity, and ask them if any one can be too anxious to secure
immortal life,—point them to the Saviour of life, and ask them
if any one can be too anxious to securc the object for which
he died.”

- Now I say, gentlemen, no person can read that, and beheve
tlmt and act that out, who will ever after be of any use whatever
for human progress. Gentlemen, you understand, I am assuming
that & person shall be impressed with the truth of that passage
with as much solemnity and earnestness as Mr. James himself
when writing it. If you attain to be the  profoundest phile-
sopher,” who is a great benefactor of mankind ; if you come to be
the “ sublimest poet,” who surely is one who confers refinement
and pleasure* upon mankind, and connects them by new and
attractive relations with all truth ;—if you attain all these things,
honest in themsclves, noble in themselves, innocent in themselves,
and of the highest degree of human virtue ; yet none of these, you
are told, will avail you if you miss the one thing different from
them all, which he calls faith in Jesus Christ. If you carry out
that doctrine; if you apply it with honesty and strictness, you
will find that you will be at perpetual war with what we regard
commonly as the wholesome progress of our species. [“ No, no.”}
To those who say “no,” I would remind them of what the Rev.
Mr. Martineaun has said—“that noinquirer can fix a directand clear-
sighted gaze towards truth whois casting side glances at the sime

time as to the prospects of hissoul;” and much less will he be able -

to fulfil his part in the work of the world. Mr. Greg, in that
admirable work, entitled the ¢ Creed of Christendom,” append'i
this note by a religious friend of his, which will show you,in
what way those passages I have read from the Anaious Inguirer
operate :—

“I sorrowfully admit, when I count up among my personal ac-.

quaintances, all of whom I think to be decxdedly given to spiritual
contemplation, and who make religion rule in their hearts, at
least three out of four appear to me tohave been spethetic towards

all improvements of this world’s systems; ond e greek majuriky -

i
Fl
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have been virtually conservatives of evil, and hostile to political
and social reform, as diverting men’s energies from eternity.”

It is in that scnse that I regard Christianity, as so frequently
explained to us, and especially by Mr. Grant’s friends, as contra-
dicting and paralyzing those efforts which I have described, and

-.which we ought to make, under the name of Secularism. The
advantages of distinguishing between the temporal and the spi-
ritual sphere, and giving temporal duties precedence, are, I think,
very great. If a man bases his conduct on what is reported to
him of the future, he has no means of knowing in this life whether
he’is in the right or not: ho must die to find it out. Now, if
& men base his conduct on his ascertainable relations to the
external world, he may still be perplexed by diversity, but his
difficulties clear up with advancing knowledge and wider experi-
ence. Every day’s experience is a light to his fcet or a check
upon his course. The consequence of not thus consulting nature
and the relations of man to man for maxims of duty, is exemplified
by the same gentleman; and I prefer taking my example from
him, as Mr. Grant has chosen to introduce him in his speech.
Mr. Jamcs, at the assembly of ministers at Bradford, lately moved
this resolution, which I will read. Mr. Grant himself was pre-
sent, and I cannot find that he ever raised his voice against it;
therefore I am afraid he is one who acquiesced in it. You shall
see, when you hear the resolution, how far the notions of Christi-
anity entertained by our friends arc likely to be compatible with
what we call Secularism.

“That this assembly, cherishing as it does a decp conviction of
the Divine authority of the Lord’s-day, views with alarm the in-
creasing temptations presented by public bodies and others, to
pleasure cxcursions on that day; and have heard, with intense
concern, the reported intention of the managers of the new
Crystal Palace to open that building on part at least of the Lord’s-
day. This assembly is apprehensive that such a step as that now
contemplated will result in much social evil, cven to this class of
people, by making the Sabbath-day a day of mere pleasure [Why
should it not be a day of pleasure?]; and it can scarcely fail of
leading to increasing neglect of public worship. On thesc, and
other grounds, this assembly utters it protest against this con-
templated evil; and calls upon the friends of Sabbath observance
to the employment of all Christian means to prevent the influence

“‘8f this calamity, which may be extended to the provinces.”

" And I sincerely hope it may be so cxtended. The Viesr of
Aberdare has published a wise letter in the Merthyr Tydxih
Guardian, in which he says, he hopes Crystol Poloces w W oo
ereoted in every part of the country. It is a prayer,l o™ ‘:‘“““
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which we may all join, as the greatest advantage would result
if it were realized. You see, then, the nature of Secularism, the
nature of that precedence which we should give in our Sunday-
schools, which are now devoted to learning hymns, repeating
catechisms, and reading the Scriptures. We would convert them
into places where instruction in the arts and sciences should be
obtained ; and we would, where necessary (not always adhering
to that rule), have that day a day of the most substantial and
useful kind. I point this out to show how what we call Secularism
clashes with what our friends call Christianity. It would not be
difficult to indicate other respects. The precept, “ Keep the
Sabbath-day hely,” we would interpret into kecping it health-
fully, uscfully, instructively. Secularism would take, when neces-
sary, the poor factory-jaded Sunday scholars into fields—that
school-room of nature! It would throw open the Clyde on the
Sunday to the Sunday steamer, that the poor Glasgow weaver
might gaze on Ben Lomond on the Lord's-day. It would give
the mechanic access to museums, and botanical gardens, and
crystal palaces, and even to the theatre on that day. We would
do it, because one drama of Shakspere is a nobler creation than
any sermon which ever was preached ; and when the heart of the
toil-worn townsman leaps for joy in the woods on the Sabbath-
day, it is a nobler offering to the throne of any beneficent god of
nature than any prayer within the walls of the holiest Bethel that
ever was built. Changing one word in a verse from Wordsworth

we might say : 6 P f g Mw,
nc LI o~ .
“ , & vernal wood
Will teach us more of man,

Of moral evil and of good,
Than all the clergy can.”

Secularism would authorize all rational arrangements on the
Sabbath-day ; to all innocent, elevating recreations, it would gpen
the door, open it promptly, open it widely, open it for ever.

I will briefly add, in reference to the Latin and Greek particle,
that though they both mean the same thing to the scholar, they
do not mean the same thing to the public. When you use ang,
you use it with all the associations which the public connect with
the word “Atheism;” and since they choose to connect with it
associations which are not true, which do not properly describe
us, we have a right on that account to disown the application and
use of a term which is opprobrious; and every time we are called
either “Infidels ” or “ Atheists,” after we have openly and publicly

requested that it should not be done, I do not know how W is ta
be reconciled with that charity which thinketh no evil snd does,
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no unkindness to any. Now to show what it really is, let any
one look below the mere surface of pulpit declamation, and ask
himself two questions: what has even reputed Atheism, on the
whole, meant? And what has it, on the whole, sought ? even as
to its negative and least favourable side. It has in modern times.
disbelieved all accounts of the origin of nature by an act of
creation, and of the government of nature by a Supreme Being
distinet from nature. It has felt these accounts to be unintelli-
gible and misleading, and has suggested that human dependenco
and morals in their widest sense shonld be founded on a basis in-
dependent of scriptural authority ; and it has done this under the
conviction, expressed or unexpressed, that greater simplicity, una-
nimity, and earnestness of moral effort would be the result. This
is what it has meant, and this is what it has sought. 8ecularism,
therefore, is not cancelling itself nor disguising itself, nor conceal-
ing itself, but progressing in the linic of its own proper development.
The main popular force of our speculative argument has been to
convince a sufficient number of persons that morals ought to stand
on ground independent of the uncertain and ever-contested dog-
mas of the churches; and having, as we think, shown that morals
ought to stand so, we now proceed to show that they can stand
so. This is simply progress, not contradiction. If we cannot
show this, the gain is yours, for the public will still think you in
the right; and if we can show this, the gain will still be the
Christian#’, if they have truth upon their side in other respects;
for our object being to show that they will hive secular as well
as religious proof, at this, the Christian, as the friend of mo-
rality, ought to be glad, for if a thing be good the more proof
it has the better. We are therefore entitled in the present
case to the co-operation rather than the opposition of intelligent
Christians.

"MR. GRANT :—Mr. Holyoake has favoured us with an instance
in which he says Christianity opposes secular advantage—that
instance being, a resolution of the Independent ministers at Brad-
ford respecting the Crystal Palace and the Sabbath. I suppose
Mr. Holyoake is sufficicntly aware, that there are a great many
different opinions upon that question among Independents, and
that among those different opinions none of them is set up by any
Independent as Christianity. If, therefore, he had brought for-
ward anything in Christianity forbidding real pleasure in men, it
would bave been well. There are many amongst Christinns e
object to the opening of such places on Sundays,for Yoey Wrwhy
believe that if you first make the Sabbafh a Ay ot Piessure e

& great many will be occupied ; and by and by,the m&\\“é“:m“
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usually thrown around it will be taken away, and men will lose
the only holiday they have, and which Christianity has been the
means of giving them. Christianity has given to the working
men in every country where it has gone, this great sanctuary
against the over grasping of mammon and the eagerness of busi-
ness. I am not sure whether there would be much more healthi-
ness in the theatre than in the Sunday-school. For my part, I
should advocate, instead of turning the present Sabbath to a dif-
ferent use, the giving to working men a secular Sabbath—that is,
., half-a-day’s holiday out of the six days. But since Mr. Holyoake
procceds to advocate this first benefit of Secularism, I will endea-
vour to follow him as closely as possible.

The first benefit adduced as resulting to mankind in general,
and the working classes in particular, as to this life, by the remo-
val of Christianity and the substitution of Secularism in its place,
is declared by Mr. Holyoake to be, giving the precedence in time
and in importance to the duties of this life over those which re-
late to another world. This statement has been patched in places
very lately. Two great patches have been put on as the result of
our correspondence, which has explained to Mr. Holyoake the ne-
cessity of knowing what he means, and of meaning something
feasible. He has tried hard, and this proposition is the result.
The first patch was an attempt to define the definition, which led
to the insertion of ¢ precedence in time; “ but the rent was made
worse, and therefore at the close of our correspondence, Mr.
Holyoake hastened with another stop-gap, adding, “and in im-
portance.” The first addition was ridiculous, and the second is a
preposterous assumption ; and both show how raw those convie-
tions are, which before werc obtruded on the world as the true
“patent safety,” which required a new axle-trce for the first journey.
There is still some hope, since they try to mend as they go onj’
these instalments may indicate the possibility that they will re-
form it altogether, for it is too bad to be mended, and every patch
makes it morc clumsy. The first remark on this proposition is,
that the definition of the system is adduced as its first advantage,
which means, that Secularism is a good thing because it is Secn-'
larism. Thus, Mahometanism is a belief in Mahomet, and the’
first benefit of the belief is, that Mahometanism is a belief ‘ia
Mahomet. Secularism prefers this life to another, and its benefits
are, first, that it prefers this life to another. This is one of the
cheapest sources of benefits ever invented. If it had happened to
have existed in the time of Henry Hetherington, it would have

supplied him with better materials than he possessed for a tract
on “Cheap Salvation.” If we are not to understand that Secw-
larism is an advantage resulting from itself, pernops we shall ‘oo
favoured with anex planation of the difference between e beneht
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here set down, and the system that is to confer it. We have here
a very pleasant way of reckoning, in which Mr. Holyoake con-
siderably overdraws his account.

The next point to be considered is, whether this definition is a
benefit: how it can be turned to advantage. The feeble attempts
in vague language in our correspondence to render the advantage
intclligible by unmeaning gencralities and platitudes as to * the
certain being preferred to the uncertain,” do not clear up the
mystery ; because the present life is uncertain; and so is a sceptic.
We know where we are now, but what will happen to us the next
hour is very uncertain ; so that to prefer this life, is to prefer an
uncertainty. Indeed, most things scem uncertain; so to prefer the
certain to the uncertain, is to prefer nothing to everything, which
cannot benefit the working classes very particularly. Trade
is uncertain, life is the same, and so is the weather, and so are
Mr. Holyoake’s benefits—like some people’s children who are not
blessed with any, and who have this consolation—* they are cer-
tain carcs, but uncertain comforts.” This definition of children
may stand for Secularism. Perhaps Mr. Holyoake may say, that
though it is true everything in this life is uncertain, and nothing
more unlikely than the realization of the Secular system, which
at present is a future life, and therefore is exposed to the same
objections as cternity and communism, yet still, nevertheless,
things here are pretty certain ; and then we shall be reduced to a
pretty pass, especially if, having tried to define precedence, he
would endeavour to define certainty, and tell us what he is certain
of, that we arc in the dark about; because it is a pity that  science,
the providence of man,” should be a light under a bushel.

Any way of draining the country, for instance, just now, would
be a uscful contribution of Secularism, especially if it positively
turned up out of the negative side. Till some more light is thrown
on these points we must be content with a moderate certainty.

The third difficulty arising out of this certain hope of Secular-
ism is, to distinguish benefit No. 1 from benefit No. 2. * Science,
as the providence of life and the danger of spiritual dependence,”
seems no different in principle from preferring this life; indeed,
it is only the same thing variously worded; so that we have
reached no benefit yet, but only a ring of changes on the meaning
of a word. DBoth statements are resolvable into one; both prefer
the ccrtain present and material over the uncertain future and
spiritual. We shall then be reduced to the third proposition,
which is the sole benefit, and is not beneficial, and has no relation
to the system defined as benefit No. 1, and repested oa benelt
No. 2. The fourth difficulty of the firat “enefit axiwea Ssom e

fact, that whilst it is explained as a preference of {ne ceTANN WL
e uncertain, it contradicts the explanation, for ita wo\® ErOW
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work is uncertainty. The idea intended to be conveyed, as else-
where expressed, is, that man’s whole duty is to be centred in this
life and in humanity—that is, we are not to regard another life
and divinity. It ignores, but is not honest enough to deny, God,
the soul, and a future life. It assumes that we should live as
though there were no such realities. Now, is this certainty?
Are you so very sure that there is no God, that youn have no soul,
and that when you arc dead you are done with? If ycu are not
certain of this, yet set up a system which assumes this, and builds
upon it, and is named after it, is not this proceeding on an uncer-
tainty ? It is certain we are living now, but it is not certain we
shall not live again; and to act on the principle that ignores, dis-
regards, and practically denies, the grandeur of man’s being and
destiny, is to prefer the uncertain over the certain; for it is cer-
tain there may be the things you omit out of the reckoning, and
therefore the system which excludes this consideration goes in the
very teeth of certainty. The value of Wellington’s generalship
was its safety; he prepared for contingencies; he had a resource
for defeat, as well as a plan for victory; one line of fortifications
on which he would fight the first battle against cdds, another
stronger one for a second stand, after possible temporary defeat,
to try his fortune once more, and a third to save the remnant of
his brave army, by having ships in readiness behind an impreg-
nable fortress, to embark his soldiors and bring them home. The
secular generalship is to risk all in the poor battle of life, repu-
diating the contingencies of another life, as its gencral intimates,
and so having no ships to carry the brave army home, and no
home to take them to. It was certain Wellington would fight in
Spain, if the French pressed it; but the victory was uncertain,
and defeat equally so. If he had given exclusive attention to the
present battle, over the uncertainty of the contingent future, he
would have neglected a present duty, and would really have pro-
ceeded on uncertainties against certainty, since, thongh -he might
win, he also might lose, and to omit this a8 uncertain, would have
been overlooking what was certainly possible. Supposing that
he had nothing else to consider than the battle, would therefore
have been a great piece of presumption 8o, the fourth difficlty
of this first benefit is, that it goes against its own explanatum,
and instead of ¢ preferring what is certain over what is uncer-
tain,” it is founded altogether on the uncertain, and probably false
supposition, that this life is all we have to care about.

The fifth difficulty in eccepting the first benefit is the dis.:
ingenuousness, not to say dishomesty, of it. It is not straight.-
forward; it hides a denial of another life under the cloak of*

prefurring the present life; it hides atheism under the cloak of
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humanity; it hides a denial of man’s soul under the pretext
of caring for his body. It is a poor imitation of ¢ The Cruelty
to Animals Socicty.” It pretends to take care of man’s poor
body, whilst its main cffect is to ignore his grand immortal soul.
It imitates the animalizing doctrine of slavery and tyranny. If
men arc well fed, as swine may be, all finer qualitics may be
trampled on. Roast beef and plum pudding is the weak pro-
fession of tyranny to make the oppressed content, and stop their
mouths against any cry for higher consideration ; and so they cry,
¢ The body, the body—mind the body!” ¢ Human nature is im-
provable under certain well-understood (but ill-expressed) mate-
rial conditions”—is the bribe and bait of men who would trample
out the recognition of man’s immaterial, mental, spiritual, and
immortal interests. It is a dishonest diversion from the real ques-
tion—like Joe Smith’s promise of an carthly Canaan—to trade on
the necessities of the poor, and cheat them into bartering their
birthright to a glorious immortality for a mess of pottage. The
men who ask us to forget God and ourselves—for man’s honour
and God’s glory arc the same cause—are those who, not long
since, openly avowed atheism as their honest conviction, but who
now wear the mask of Secularism, to see if that policy will cheat
men into practical atheism. They will not now say there is no
God, but only that it is uncertain, and is no matter; they will not
say we have no soul and no cternity, but hide canning under the
profession of modesty, and say, “ Secularism has not the right to
‘ pronounce a dogmatic negative on a problem so mysterious, the
data for solving which are utterly beyond mortal ken, and which
can only be cleared up by infinite knowledge.” Yet, they do give
to it a practical negative, not a dogmatical one; and they gratui-
tously pass by the “ infinite knowledge” which has solved the ques-
tion in the gospel, where life and immortality are brought to light
by Jesus Christ. The same writer who now declares that the
question cannot be solved by mortal ken, still parades his mortal
logie, in which he says, “ I took this solution into my own hands,
out of the hands of the churches, and look destiny face to face;”
theugh he has never told us anything about the appearance of
destiny, nor how he managed to solve what was beyond. mortal
kems: Not only were the abettors of these questionable benefits
atheists some little time ago, but I believe they are atheists still ;
they still prove there is no God in the Reasoner, and not long
sinve put the devil in, demonstrating, by arguments we may yet
have to notice, that the likeness was accurate, since Mr. Holymke
says it was taken “from original sources” We have prooi, taen,
of his existence in the Reasoner, and more than one pictare ot Xon
club-foot. Not having access to originel sources)’ We tannk
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say whether he suggested this last evasion, but it is marvellously
like one of his transformations into an angel of light, promising &
fig whilst he picks your pocket, assuring you that this life is all-
important, and that he wishes only to make you comfortable here,
and that if there should be an hereafter, that may be left to him;
so that all we have to do is to be happy under difficulties. I like
what is plain and above-board, the face of day, and fear of mo
man; but this calling attention to one thing mainly that people
moy forget another, is one of those under-hand proceedings of
“ morality independent of scriptural religion.” Let- people say
right out what they mean, and stand by it till it is disproved ; but
this edgewise course is neither English, manly, nor straightfor-
ward. Pardon this plain speaking ; but is there any man in the
world who believes that the ulterior objects, the real aims of Secular-
ism, are conveyed by the three propositions afforded me in Mr.
Holyoake’s correspondence ? No ; and if I have time, their object
shall not be hidden. Meanwhile, I am showing you the course
they go towards it. If these three propositions were all, théy
might go round the country, blow a horn, and cry out, “ Hom!
in the name of the prophet—figs!” When Mr. Holyoake went
round under Robert Owen, he had his propositions, but the aim
was to break up private families, ignore God, and share and share
alike in all things. Some of their propositions were as innocent
as this poor Secular definition.

Thus, take three of them. “ A man is obliged to believe accord-
ing to his strongest convictions;” that is, a man is obliged to
believe what he believes; in other words, believing is believing,
The second specimen is—* Man is obliged tolike what is agreeable,
and dislike what is disagreeable to him, and cannot tell which is
what till he tries;” that is, you must like what you must like, and
dislike what you dislike ; or, in other words, you cannot be
pleased with what is disagreeable. Again :“ A man is obliged to
follow his strongest motive;” in other words, every man is not only
allowed, but obliged to please himself in what he does; therefore
we are not responsible, and marriage is licentiousness, and
perty is injustice, and men are to live together like rabbits in a
warren. It all came to nought; and now we have more propysi-
tions from the same shop. It is true, they will wash, but wilkiliot.
keep their colour; they are too fast in the way of progress for
that. This is the newest fashion from the dealers in the stability
of reason. The fifth objection to their first pattern-card is, that
it is not honest; it gives the positive side to hide the negative.
To be sure, it talks about another world, but they do not belicve

in one, for if they did, they could not 8o speak of it; the Whdeis
a blind, and a carefully premeditated delusion. Toeir Lectarery
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go round—Robert Cooper, who originated the Sccular Conference,
does—and prove men have no souls, therefore no other life; whilst
Holyoake’s “ Logic of Death” finds the greatness of man in the
cternity of decomposition and recomposition of matter; and yet
they speak of the duties pertaining to another world, which they
deny, and endeavour to draw men from attending to. ¢ The
working classes in particular” like what is upright and down-
right, and therefore have only to learn these arts to repudiate the
system and its abettors.

The sixth difficulty in this first benefit, ariscs from the fuct that
it is altogether founded on & mistaken division of duties. We
have two sets of duties here referred to; those of this life, and
those relating to another world. Now, if there are no such two sets
of duties recognized in Christianity, the first benefit of Secularism
i8 the mistake of its founders; and this is the truth. This Mr.
Holyoake confesses, though he does not seem to apprehend the
force of it, in the printed correspondence. Thus, addressing me,
he says, “ You ask if I do not know that the duties of this life
pertain to another world according to Christianity. I do know it;
and it is precisely on this point that Secularism is opposed to Chris-
tianity.,” Then if, as Mr. Holyoake is obliged to confess, the duties
of this life are those which relate to another world, how can
Secularism pretend to prefer the duties of this life to those which
relate to another world, when the duties are the same in both
cases ? llad he not, therefore, been reminded of the blunder on
which he proceeded in making out his benefits? Still he holds
to the definition, that Secularism prefers a thing to that thing
itself; it gives precedence to the duties of this life over those which
pertain to another, and confesses that those preferred duties are
the duties to which they are preferred, namely,—those which
relatc to another life. The only benefit to the working classes
from such pretensions is, that they will perceive how unsafe it is
to follow such leaders, who in their leading articles build on such
obvious mistakes. The benefit of this system or name is, that it
leaves out, or puts behind, duties relating to another world, which

. would be fatally false, supposing there be another world and a
: distinction of duties—yet the duties relating to another world are
.- #he dutics of this life ; so Secularism puts the duties of humanity
‘behind the duties of humanity. The only fault it can find with
the Gospel is, that it makes our social duties double duties, bind-
ing from two sets of motives instead of one; and instead of calling
attention away from the claims of this world by the claims of

- another, that other is used to enforce the claims of this. To sup-
port the dutics of time, it uses thoso very principles which they
misrcpresent as obstructing those duties, Thus we find e

LV
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foundation of Secularism in a preposterous distinction of identical
duties, acknowledged to be identicel by Mr. Holyoakt himself,
and declared to be identical in the Bible; for it comes to rule this
life, not to regulate the next—it lays down no hereafter dutigs.
All the dutics of Christianity ave now on earth—deeds done §n
the body, or, if you will so call them, Secular duties.

The plainest way of settling such a question is by an illustra-
tion. Now, I will givea few specimens out of the New Testament,
for Mr. Holyoake to distinguish to Secularists the class of duties
he prefers from the class of the same duties which he professedly
puts in the background, The first of these passages is Romans ii.,
6—11: “Who will render to every man according to his deeds,
to them who by patient continuance in well-doing seck for glory
and honour and immortality, eternal life: but unto them that are
contentious, and do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness,
indignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish; upon cvery soul
of man that doeth evil, of the Jew first, and also of the Gentile;
but glory, honour, and peace, to every man that worketh good,
to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile: for there is no respect of

- persons with God.” Then, Luke xiv. 13, 14. Observe, I wish
Mr. Holyoake to take these pnssages up; I will lend him the
Bible, to show how the duties there mentioned can be distinguished
in the way he has assnmed, and how he can prefer onc to the
other. “ When thou makest a feast, call the poor, the maimed,
the lame, the blind; and thou shalt be blessed, for they cannot
recompense thee ; for thon shalt be recompensed at the resurrec-
tion of the just.” 2 Cor.v.9,10: “ Wherefore we labour, that,
whether present or absent, we may be accepted of him. For we
must all appear before the judgment seat of Chvist; that every
one may receive the things done in his body, according to that he
hath done, whether it be good or bad.” Matt. xxv. 34—40:
¢Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, Come, ye
blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from
the foundation of the world ; for I was an hungered, and ye gave
me meat; I was thirsty, and ye gave me drink; I was a stranger,
and yectook me in: naked, and ye clothed me; I was sick, and ye
visited me : I was in prison, and ye came unto me. Then shall
the righteous answer him, saying, Lord, when saw we thee an
hungered, and fed thee ? or thirsty, and gave thee drink? When
saw we thee a stranger, and took thee in? or naked, and clothed
thee? Or when saw we thee sick, or in prison, and came unto
thee? And the King shall answer and say unto them, Verily I
£ay unto you, Inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least

of these my brethren, ye have doncit unto me” 'The fivst of these

Lassages asserts God’s judgment according to men's decds—ek
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is, his judgment on their conduct in this life, according as they
have done well or ill; the second declares, that our kindness to
the poor in this life will be remembered in the next—teaching
that God permits poverty and want in some, but expects others to
alleviate that, as agents of his providence. [*“No, no.”] If God
does not permit it, nature does ; and yon worship her. The third
affirms that we are now to seek the approbation of Christ our
Saviour and Judge, by doing good here, for that he will treat us
then according as we act in the body—that is, on earth, secularly.
The fourth affirms, that the judgment will proceed on the ground
of our conduct to Christ’s brethren—that is, humanity ; for he be-
came a brother of all men when he partook of flesh and blood.
It teaches plainly that we abstract not from service to man by
serving Christ; but, on the contrary, we can serve him only by
serving men—for he is too high to be benefited by us. What we
do for others is done for Christ, though we may be mistaken in
what we do. But the principle on which we are to act, is to do
good to man out of love to the Saviour.

Now, the simple question for Secularism to answer, and its fol-
lowers will join me in asking it, is, can Mr. Holyoake point outin
these cases the difference between the duties of this life and those
which pertain to another world? And if the duties are identical,
bhow can they be preferred to themselves? I am afraid I shall
not have time to enter into another point, with respect to this
first benefit. I have endeavoured to go through six objections to
this first benefit; and before we can allow it to be a benefit, or
accept it, these objections must be removed. But the most clear,
convincing, and important objection, that on which the whole
stress of the argument turns, and therefore to which I especially
invite Mr. Holyoake’s attention, is the fact, that the duty of Chris-
tianity is the duty of this life; and that those passages of Scrip-
ture which enforce our duty to men, do not allow of any distinction
to be drawn between the duties of this life and the duties of the
next. Christianity comes not to say, “You shall not serve man;” but
“If a man love God, let him love his brother also,” and prove it by
that. Now, all that Christianity does, is this: to show you that
you cannot pretend to believe in, and obey the powers of a world
to come, unless you act properly in this life to your fellow-men ;
for, “if a man love not his brother, whom he hath secn, how can
he love God, whom he hath not seen?” Then we ask Mr. Holy-
oake, since he has come forward to prove to you that it will be a
good thing to remove Christianity, in order to prefer the duties of
this life to those of another,—it he comes to say Tnis, he sk

prove that Christianity docs not enforce the duties of tnin Wie, °ond
revognise no other duties but thosc that sre in {his wond—deRe
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done in the body, deeds done to man, but from an extra motive
which they have not, namely,—love to God and love to Jesus
Christ. On the judgment day it will not be asked, How much
did you abstract from man to serve me P how much did you give
up serving man to honour me ? but, How often did you visit me in
prison? ¢ Thee, Lord? I never saw thee! never visited thee!”
“No, not me; but I come again into the world, in the shape of all
suffering humanity; and every instalment given to & poor man is
given to me, and I will pay yon for it now.” ¢“Make to your-
selves friends of the mammon of unrighteousness.” Use your -
secular means, for you shall have spiritual blessings, and be wel-
comed into everlasting habitations.

Mg. HoLYOAKE:—We had a short piece of praise of plain
speaking. I have often heard the same thing said before, -by
persons who have not borne in mind that plain speaking ought
to be fair speaking and just speaking. Things may be very
plain, and have no virtue whatever in them unless they also have
truth and propriety. Mr. Grant sat down by telling us that if
we were kind to the poor, and performed other acts of social
charity, that is all that would be required of us at the last day.
[Interruption.] Have the goodness to listen. I am not going to
misinterpret Mr. Grant, because if he did not say that, it would
be what I would not desire to make him to say. His argument,
I take it to be, is—that we are wrong in our setting up the dis-
charge of social duty as being first in importance and as being
sufficient. Now he said it would not be asked of us, at the last
day, what we had abstracted from human dutics to serve God;
but in fact that we should be approved if we did our duty to our
fellow-men, and that that would .be taken as a compensation
for——{Interruption.] The-only effect of that passage upon my
mind was, that it was sufficient to do well socially in order to be
accepted hereafter. [“No, no.”] The more “No, noes” yon
utter the better ; beeause, if that is not the case, then I am right
in saying that Secularism and Christianity are not identical, as I
understood Mr. Grant to be arguing. I understood him to he
saying, that at the last day it would be rendered to every man
according to his deeds. What is the value of that, if the means
ing of it also is, that it will be also according to his faith? I do
not know how I can trust the declaration. Are deeds all that
Mr. Grant means? No, no; he meant something else beside
that. On the title-page of the Anzious Inguirer, the Rev. Mr.
James places this inquiry, “ What must I do to be saved ?” and
the answer is, “ Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shal¢
be saved,” 1 remember once, in a controversy at Worcester,
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about twelve years ago, venturing to quote from that parable
about the judgment, where men are said to be rewarded for
visiting the sick and feeding the hungry; and I was told by my
opponent that I was garbling the Scriptures and putting forward
passages which showed the utility of good works, and keep-
ing behind the necessity of sound faith also. Now if it is true,
a8 Mr. Grant says, that Secularism and Christianity are identical,
what is the meaning of his opposition to me to-night? If we -
are both meaning the same thing we ought to have a coalition
“ mission,” as we have just now a coalition government. I do not
know why the Banner, why Dr. Campbell, why Mr. James,
should propose Mr. Grant as & missionary to us, if what we
preach, Secularism, is simply identical with the duties of Chris-
tianity. If they are identical, I say I am glad to hear it. I have
no wish to quarrel with any passage of Scripture which is in ac-
ocordance vith my own views. But when we come to a subsequent
night’s Jiscussion—namely, the ‘Eclecticism of the Apostolic
writings”—I shall be able to show, that while Mr. Grant has
quot':d some passages which certainly, so far as they go, favour
hir position, yet we may bring forward others of so different a
pature, that you will find yourselves bewildered as to-which side
gou should trust, and which declaration you ought to take, If it
were not for that incongruity and that difficulty I should not be
standing here. If it were & mere matter of wilfulness on our part,
—if we went about determining that we would destroy the im-
material part of man and make him sensual,—as is charged upon
usy—if, I say, it was a matter of mere wilfulness, there would be
some truth in these objections. It is, however, with us a matter
of conviction. We see differently from Mr. Grant, and therefore
we speak differently. We have no such intention as that imputed
to us, by the principles of Secularism, or by any doctrines of
Socialism to which Mr. Grant has referred, but which I think he
never could have understood, or he never would have spoken of
them in such a way. He says, alluding to certain things which
take place in our observations of nature, that because there arve
some things we cannot understand in his theory, we ought to be
content, becausc in nature there are similar difficultics, and we
worship nature. Mr. Grant overlooks this, that we no more
reverence the inequalities of nature than the inequalities of
theology. He ought to know, that the aim of all civilization is
to make a conquest of nature, to control nature. The aim of all
ecience, the aim of all instruction, the sum of all progress, the
pride of all civilization, is that day by day we sdbdae nutuse and
make her obedicnt to our will. We do not put wp W
difficulties in nature, any more than we do with AfHeoihes W
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theology. The business of intelligence and inquiry-is to diminish
them as much as possible in every human direction. He said he
thought the Sunday-school would at least be as healthy as the
theatre. Well, perhaps it may be so; but my argument waa,
not that it would be as healthy, but that the theatre would be
more snstructive. He spoke of the opinions of various Independ-
ent Ministers upon the question of the opening of the Crystal
Palace, and said their opinions were different. That is quite-
true; but the resolution I read to you was a resolution which
they passed, so that at least a great majority of them were de-
cidedly of opinion with the resolution. Now if the resolution
had merely said, that in the opinion of these persons the opening
of the Crystal Palace would do away with one day which be-
longed to us of right,—if their argument wes based on a simple
secular ground, then I should have disputed on that ground the
soundness of their conclusion, but should have made it no re-
proach that they took that ground. But as I understand them,
they find fault, not on that ground, but because of the “divine”
authority of the Lord’s day—because it would lead to a neglect of
public worship. What would you think of persons in any de-
partment of manufacture, if they should try to get a prohibition
from government to close the establishments of rival dealers in
the same profession P Now it seems to me strange that Ministers
of the Gospel should condescend to ask that when their places of
worship are opened people shall be obliged to go there, and that
all other places shall be closed at the same time. It has
been said that Christianity is not opposed to any one of the
proper and innocent pleasures of the people. I say that if the
founders of the Crystal Palace shall be of opinion that in open-
ing it on the Bunday, or if the manager of a theatre should
think he was serving the people by opening his theatre on Sun-
day, he or they ought to be free to do so. It is on this ground
that, if half as much attention were paid to investigations of the
methods of nature, and to the directions which they sanction for
human government, as has been bestowed upon kindred spiritual
subjects, we think the world would now be ten times wiser, and
the people a hundred times happier, than we find them.
Christianity teaches the duties of this life ; but what duties are
they? 1 think it will be found that they are the overriding
dutics of preparing for another world, as is shown by the
passage I read from the Anzious Inquirer. You see under what
circumstances they would pursue the discharge of their duties in
this life. You say that Christianity teaches the duties of this
life: yes, and somcthing more; but if fhet somelbing meve
would only bewilder me, surely 1 am free to ddsregard . 1
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maintain that, so far as we go, if our notions of Scoularism are
identical with notions of Christianity,—if that be the case, then
20 far we are right, so far we are innocent. We may not go sv
far a8 Mr. Grant; we may not have the power to sce so far; we
may not be able to adopt all his views ; but if, so far as we go,
our views are identical with those of Christianity, what occasion
is there for opposing us? Surely our only crime is that we do
not go further. If, as far as we go, we are innocent and virtuous,
surely our intentions ought te be counted as good, and we ought
not to be decried as making war upon society, or endeavouring to
degrade man from those higher and more intellectual occupa-
tions which properly constitute his duty. We do not say that
every man ought to give an ezclusive attention to this worid,
beeause that would be to commit the old sin of dogmatism and
exclude the possibility of another world, and of walking by a
different light from that by which alone we are able to walk.
But as our Anowledge is confined to this life; and testimony, and
conjecture, and probability are all that can be set forth with
respect to another life, we think we are justified in giving pre-
cedence to the duties of this state, and of attaching primary
importance to the morality of man to man. We pursue this
course; and I believe that Mr. Grant overlooks that to do so is
not only useful in itself, but innocent; and we cannot fail to
stand well in the eyes of that Judge, who, according to his own
account, will reward every one of us according to our deeds. If
our deeds are as true as we can render them, if our actions are as
virtuous as we can make them, if our efforts are for the improve-
ment and welfare of our fellow-creatures, surely, so far, we are
going in the same direction, and we ought to have the applause of
Christians, not their opposition. We are forced, however, into
antagonism with them whether we would or not. I have said
that there are many parts of Scripture which, for myself, I not
only heartily accept, but very oordially and devoutly admire.
But because I accept and recognize those portions, I object to that
doctrine which would force upon me, under the penalty of calling
me morally criminal, the acceptance of others. What we mean
by Secularism is, that we endeavour thus to free ourselves,—to free
the Secular sphere, and to assert its usefulness and its innocence,
—to authorize all men to walk in it without alarm of any kind,
like that created by the doctrines of the Anxious Inguirer and
many parts of the New Testament. As I said a few nights ago,
—and I will end with these words,—¢ Each person holding such
views will be characterized by the interest he tokes W good
works. Science, art, and morals will hove his support and cown-
tenance, We should not pray for the people, sfter the O
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and Dissenting manner—we should seek to help them. We
should not send dogma-missionaries to the heathen—we shounld
send arts, sciences, and instructors. We should send Chambers’
¢ Information for the People,’ instead of the impracticable verb-
iage of the Religious Tract Society. Combe’s ¢ Constitution of
Man’ would be worth & hundred New Testaments on the banks
of the Ganges., At home we would open a Crystal Palace in
cvery town on a Sunday. We would open museums, parks,
pleasure grounds, rivers, railways, and theatres on the Sunday.
We would improve the health and habits of the people, let
bibliolatry say what it might. We hold one drama by William
Shakspere to be worth all the Homilies of the bench of bishops,
and thosc of the Wesleyan Conference and the Congregational
Union of Dissenters thrown into the bargain. In every town our
friends, who would approve themselves friends of Secularism,
will look to the actual condition of the people—will promote
instruction, sanitary, political, and social improvements. Leave
religious drcamers to wait on supernatural aid—let us look to
what man can do for man. Coleridge put more truth into poesy
in one verse of his ‘ Ancient Mariner,” than can be gathered in
six wecks of Sundays from the pulpits of polemical and ob-
jurgating divines :— .

¢Farewell, farewell, but this I tell

To thee, thou wedding guest—
He prayeth well who loveth well
Doth man and bird and beast.’

MR. GRANT: Ladies and gentlemen, I am glad to find that
my friend, Mr. Holyoake, has formed so very high and courteous
an estimato of the bench of bishops and of the dissenting clergy
put together. If he had completed his extract—and he was
reading from what I have in my hand—you would have seen
how this courtesy agrees with what he has been saying.—“ Let
pulpits rave, if such unhappily is still their wont, bigots scold in
their crring zeal, but let no man fear to serve humanity.” Asif
pulpits were sct up to oppose serving humanity. I apprehend
that Mr. Holyoake will be somewhat conscious that he completely
failed in showing any distinction between the duties of this life
and those which relate to another world. He told you that he
will quote some other passages—and then what? Will he prove
that these arc not here? It would have been well if he had
quoted these, and shown the distinction he could make between

the dutics of this life and those of another world. 1f noune, then

Lis system is altogether based on the misteke of Astinguishing
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things that do not differ. Mr. Holyoake, however, observes, that
if the duties of this life are the same as those we hold in Christi-
anity, they are safe and right. Now, no doubt if they perform
the duties of this life, they are safe and right; but the question
is, what are the duties of this life? and whether they perform
those duties, on our idea of them, in neglecting God in this life—
in not serving him in this life. And then, again, the question is
rot so much merely the outward deeds, but also the principles on
which they act, and from which they proceed. And hence,
though faith in Christianity is required, yet also faith is to prove
itself by its works. Therefore it is the inward principle that is
looked at chiefly, and not the outward action. I might givea
man money, in order to bribe him to do something wrong ; there-
fore it would not be a kindness. The question is, whether Chris-
tianity does not supply more motives for the performance of the
duties which we owe to man, than Secularism: for all that Secu-
Jarism does, is to take away one of the motives, namely, the
remembrance that God watches over us, and that he will judge
-us. But my friend observes, further,—If these duties that we
=mdvocate in Christianity, and those that he advocates, are the same,
-why do we oppose them? Now, we do not oppose them—they
oppose us. Who was here first? Why should Mr. Holyoake
come and say Christianity must be removed before any good can
be donc to the world, or at any rate, before their system can be
established? Which was here first, do you think? Which was
printed first, the Gospel or ¢ The Reasoner ?” Will you say
that the Gospel started 1800 years ago, and has just overtaken
“ The Reasoner,” to find fault with it and oppose it ? I will give
Mr. Holyoake a passage of his own. Writing to William Howitt,
Mr. Holyoake observed;—*Provided good is commenced, it is
enough, and may seem trifling to dispute priority in the matter;
but if it be not worth while to insist on precedence in this ques-
tion, on the part of those to whom it really belongs, it is not worth
while to do it on the part of those to whom it does not belong :

as it deprives the abused and derided originators of social reforms, -

_ of the only consolation that a suspicious and jealous world might
" otherwise leave them—the consciousness of having been the first
* tostep in a right path.”—Reasoner, vol. i. p. 60. Yet he comes torob
“ us'of “the consciousness of having been first to step in the right
direction,” and then says, “ If you are going our way, why do you
oppose us ?” There is, however, another difficulty, and Mr. Holy-
oeke has not answered any of those I have brought forward.
There is a seventh difficulty, which he may answer when he
quotes other passages of Scripture. The seventh difficulty about
the first benefit is, that on the supposition of there being enotlwe

-
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world, and of the duties relating to it being different to thoss
relating to this world, as the proposition falsely assumes, the di-
rection given in this benefit is both sinful and absurd, and mani-
festly untrue. Who that believes in another world can give the
preference in importance to this world! Mr. Holyoake will
perhaps explain on what principle & man’s eternal existence is of
less importance than the average human life. The end of a thing
is more important than the beginning—what we tend to, is of
more consequence than what we are. A man away from home
regards home as of more consequence than his temporary lodgings,
and on returning home, the first thing in time and action is to get
into the train; the first thing in feeling and desire which leads to
this action is love of home. So we are to seek first the kingdom
of God as our final home, desire this above all things, and first in
action travel along the line of our earthly duty, as the road to it.
But Sccularism says, ¢ Let your temporary convenience stand
before your permanent welfare.” Such conduct in life would be
both folly and immorality. Are we to prefer the present over the
future, because it is present? And is not this heaping up sorrow
and trouble for the time when the future will become a present?
Men in general do not think that to-day is better than to-morrow.
All men in business work to-day for to-morrow; and so they
prefer the future to the present. See the student at College or
University, how he plies for the fature, and when he starts in a
profession, or the trader in business, how willingly they endure
labour and privation now, in the hope of securing comfort after-
wards! “Yes,” you will say, “ this is good as far as to the grave;
here on carth the future of our life may act as a motive to present
duty, and to-morrow may rulc to-day ; this is a good Secular prin«
ciple for this life, but whilst the future of our earthly life may be
brought in to influence our present conduct, it is irrational to go-
further, to carry it out, to be consistent, and let our future life
urge us to our present duty in hope and ambition.” How so?
Please to explain it. As the matter now stands, the principle
which makes present endurance light, and present duty binding,
when we consider our future in this life, is reasonable, because
afflictions and evils may come on us for neglect, and benefits in
the future of this life may reward attention ; so that here, in fact,
the present is nothing compared to the future. But the wisdom
Secularism proposes, is to reverse this rale, so far as any further
future may be concerned. It is a good rule to prefer the future~—
only a bad rule to prefer a future life! Itis wise up to the funeral
oration, to securc that part—Ilet the rest be subordinate. This,
gentlemen, is the demoralization of reason and conscience; Wtis
trifling with the common sense of mankind. Give the highest
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regard to this life, because you cannot live long in it; but subor.
dinate the future, because you will never get out of it! It does
still appear to me wiser to say, “ Lay up for yourselves treasures
in heaven, where neither moth nor rust can corrupt, and where
no thieves can break through and steal.” It does seem to me wise
to say, “ What shall it profit a man to gain the whole world and
lose his own soul?” If you get the whole world you cannot keep
the whole world, because you must go out of the world. Shall we
be told—* True, if there is an eternity it must be important ; we
Secular leaders have no objection to another life, but we do not
believe there is one.” If you do not, then why state it as a benefit
of your system that it prefers this life to another? If you do be-
lieve in one, the preference is as manifest folly as if a spendthrift
should gamble away his estate to appear brave for a night, and
awake up in the morning a beggar for life. But you either do
believe in another life, or you do not; or else, having no idea on
the subject, you should say nothing about it ; and therefore your
proposition is either hypocrisy or folly. We may conclude this
examination of benefit number one, by quoting an account of one
of Mr. Holyoake’s lectures from ¢ The Reasoner,” vol. iv. p. 70.
I mean Mr. Holyoake’s Lecture on “ The Analysis of Puffing,”
which was ¢ an investigation into the principles whereby the pro-
fessional speculator lays the vice, vanity, and ignorance of the
populace under contributions. Mr. Holyoake explained how a
knowledge of the world, the presence of sagacity, and the want of
moral principle enabled any adventurer systematically to victimize
society in its present half-trained, half-wise state. The prepos-
terous pretensions now folerated in so many advertisements, the
lecturer contended, were an imputation on the spirit of commerce,
and, appealed to trade to rise to the dignity of truth, and banish
‘thhat-hyperbolism of representation which was justly scorned in
private transactions.”—If we extend this from tradesmen to
teachers,—constitution makers, professional promisers, agitators
for repale, the six points and no surrender, socialism and no mis-
take, “without mixture of error”—if we include the Reasoner,
whose first page proposes for “ no popery ” the cry of “no poor,”
which the editor calls a ¢ more useful cry,” but which, like shear-
ing swine, has hitherto been all cry and little wool—if we were to
add the subsequent professions, systems, names, and constitutions,
revolutions and reactions, by which the Reasoner imitates France,
even to the present despotism—if we were to come down from
the first to the rational, to the last, (or, rather, the latest at present)
Secular development, and apply this lecture of Mr. Tidiyotke m
“ The Analysis of Puffing” to all these, fhere womd bhe nolning,
lett to be desired on the subject. Thus, 1 have gone NDYCUEN TR
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cbjections to the first benefit; and since I have gone through
them one by one, and stated very clearly, as 1 hope, what those
objections are, I hope Mr. Holyoake will give some further atten- -
tion to them, as he will have time belween now and the next
debate.

The discussion was then adjourned.
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Mg, MoRLEY :—1I rise for the purpose of merely making an
announcement, which may be of importance to some personsin
this room. It is to convey to you the information contained in
this note—which is anonymous, but, I doubt not, truc—that a
gentleman who was herc on this evening week had his pocket
_picked of his watch, and we understand a second has announced

- himself as in the same predicament. Nov, my only object is to
put you on your guard; because, in receiving a small payment at
the door, of course there is no gnarantee for the honesty of those
who are in this room. I am glad to state that there are policemen
in wndress in the room; but still, in spite of that precaution, you
may be exposed to danger; and therefore any of you that have
valuable property about you I would advise to look about you.
The gentlemen who makes this announcement suggests that it
should be repeated in the course of half an hour, for the benefit of
others who may come in; but I take it that the room is so full
alrcady, that it will be hardly necessary.

. MR. RicHARD MooORE:—Ladics and gentlemen,—Mr. Syme,
the gentleman who occupied the chair on behalf of Mr. Holyoake
on the last evening of discussion, is necessarily called away to the
country by a previous engagement. I shall, with your permis-
sion, have the honour of appearing in this chair on behalf of Mr.
Holyoake this evening.

Mr. HoLYOoAKE :—Messrs, Chairmen, ladies, and gentlemen,—
‘We have entered upon a discussion, which I understood and
hoped was to be one of argument, but, judging from Mr. Grant’s
speeches last week, is to be gne of epithets. He was pleased to
. ocompare us to “Arab thicves,” and called us a ¢ turbulent han-
-@dittl” Has he forgotten the condition of his forefathers? Dr.
John Robinson records of them, that “ Independency ot firsh
Eogland worked its way in a clandestine manmer, and. s We®s
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bers concealed their principles from public view, to avoid the
penal laws enacted against Nonconformists.” Therefore, let Mr.
Grant, as a Dissenfer, remember that, in the opinion of the British
people and Parliament, there have been theological Arabs in our
land before to-day. It was said we were “dishonest;” that we
“hide our opinions under a cloak ;” that we wear “masks;” that
we are “cheats ;” that we “hide our cunning ;” that our proceed-
ings are “under-hand;” and, for myself, I was compared to a
“devil and a pickpocket,” and described as the advocate -of a
“carcfully premeditated delusion,” and of the destruction of
family, property, and marriage. The British Banner has said
yesterday, that last week my friends ¢ were not restrained by
feelings of excessive delicacy, or a kcen sensc of moral propriety.”
What do you think of this langunage, on the score of “excessive
delicacy and a keen sense of moral propriety ?” Why, gentlemen,
it is the custom of the clergy to point at Thomas Paine as an
instance of coarseness of invective; but you cannot find in all his
writings anything worse than this, and he wroto half a centary
ago, under the antagonism of encountering more virulent enemies
in one weck than Mr. Grant has seen during his whole life. And
what, after all, is our offence, but this only—that we do not see with
Mr. Grant’s eyes P we believe differently from him, and forthwith
he considers himself cntitled to stigmatize us as thieves, liars, and
dissecmblers. One Mr. Peter Sibree, of Birmingham, writing to
the Dritish Banner of Dec. 27, describes Mr. Grant as ¢ bathing
his” controversial “sword in love.” It may be so; but certainly
the “sword of love” never dripped with such epithets before. If,
howerver, this bearing be not changed, we never nced trouble to
meet Mr. Grant again, for we can meet with controversy as re-
fined as this at the corner of any street. Why is the languege I
have recited applied to us? Are we not as rcputable as Mr.
Grant? Are not the lives of our friends as blameless, on the
whole, as tho lives of his friends? Are we not as sincere as him-
self? Such language as he has employed would not be permitted
in the House of Commons—then why upon a Christian platform P
These displays are now banished cven from the political hust-
ings. In the obscurest mecting of the working classes a better
tonc prevails, Can it be true, then, that the respectable name of
Samucl Morley sanctions the epithets applicd to us? Does the
Rev. Howard Hinton approve them ? Doces the Rev. Dr.CampbeRl,
or the Rev. Thomas Binney, approve them? Do those eminemé
preachers, moving in circles presumed to give tone to society, i
tend it to be understood that the mission they arc promoting- -
agninst us is to be of this charecter? I make no comploint if if.
is; I only make the inquiry; and this is all that I will say upost
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the subject ; for those who say that Mr. Grant’s language is right
in these respects, can never more say that the language upon our
side has ever been wrong. I therefore ask the audience to examine
afterwards many of my opponent’s statements, for I shall not pause
to notice more than half the allegations he made and last week
promised to make, hecause to do so would divert this controversy,
which ought to be instructive and serious in matters of principle,
into a tedious and trivial debate on personalitics. Desides, if I
consented to notice these things, it would establish a precedent,
which would oblige me in future discussions to recognize the
worst of puns and to answer the lowest of imputations.

The chief objection to which Mr. Grant drew my attention
was this: If I prefer the duties of this life to those which per-
tain to another world, it implies, says he, a knowledge of another
world, else how can I prefer that which I know nothing of? It
is true, as far as it goes, but Mr. Grant keeps back what, if he is
as well acquainted with our writings as he has told us he is, he
must know to be the sense in which we always use these expres-
sions. What we say, drawn out in full for those unacquainted
with ws, is this: Secularism gives the precedence to the duties
of this life over those said fo pertain to another world. We make
no pretension to a knowledge of another world; and when we
speak of the future we always allude to the conjectured future.
‘Why we have not been more formal in our staiements has been
this, that bitherto we have had only two things to do—to call
loud enough to be heard, and to call with sufficient carnestness
to assure any who listened that we really desired to be heard.
If we spoke somcwhat carefully to our friends, that was enough :
it did not matter whether we always spoke intelligibly to our
opponents, while our opponents were bent upon refusing us a
hearing ; but now they choose to ask what we have to say, and
seem disposed to hearken to our reply, we will make it as re-
spectfully as we can, and as carefully as wo are able.

Mr. Grant, in order to prove that Christianity is a secular
syatem, told us that every man would be rewarded according
to his deeds. Now, this is not the whole of the truth; and
Mr. Grant will admit my right to say so; for in the corre- .
spoudence which preceded this discussion he told me that he
aacepts the Eleventh Article of the Church of England, which
article says, that “we are accounted righteous before God only
by faith, and not for our own works or deservings.” In the New
Testament there are two sets of texts, onc in favour of warks:,
another in favour of faith; and Mr. Grant gave us the weodss
fexts, and omitted to quote the others; for according ‘o o=

twofold Scriptures faith and works ara mecessery for selNelam,
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and the balance is given in favour of faith, for Paul says, ¢ For
to him that worketh not, but believeth, his faith is counted for
rightcousness,” Thus Christian secularism is at best but a mix-
ture of faith and works, in which the works are hurtfully sub-
ordinate, and the premium is given to faith,

We were called upon to show what sccular duties are they
which the Scriptures contradict. Now take a few instances—
I might give a score. Solomon says, “ Spare not the rod;”
Sccularism says, “ Put the rod up.” At a meeting of the York
Auxiliary to the British and Foreign Bible Society it was re-
lated by Mr. T. J. Bourne, lately, that one day when the present
young Prince of Wales would not learn his lesson, and defied
his teacker, Miss Hillyard, Prince Albert was sent for, who took
the Bible in his hand, and read to the young prince the decla-
ration of Solomon, that ¢ he who loveth his son chasteneth him
betimes,” and then chastised the young prince, and put him in
o corner. Now, what is the result of this barbarous scriptural
tuition? The result is, that when the royal father beats the
young prince, the young prince, when he ascends the throne,
betters the instruction, and beats the people; and no doubt that
the walls of this very school-room have often resounded with the
cries of poor children, who have had to thank the Scriptures for
a flogging. In secular schools, and in secular families, the rod is
held to bo disreputable. Christianity says, ¢ In whatsoever state

" Providence hath placed you, be you therewith content;” Secular-
ism says, “In whatsoever state you find yourself, endeavour ¢o
improve it.” Christianity says, * Be careful for nothing, but in
everything by prayer and supplication let your requests be mado
unto God; “Secularism says, * Be careful for all things needful,
and by exertion and intelligence scck to supply all virtuous
human wants.” Christianity says, “ Seek first the kingdom of
God and his rightcousness;” Secularism says, ¢ Scek first the
welfarc and happiness of humanity, and the kingdom of a bene-
ficent God and his rightcousness ought to be included therein,”
Thus Christian secularism and Rationalist secularism arc not
identical all through. With many texts of Scripture our views
coincide, but where the Scriptures contradict our notions of duty,
we claim to walk unreproached by the light of our own convietions.
We ask Mr. Grant, where is the sin in all this? Herein is our
first great benefit. We obtain freedom of thought and action, a
clear prpose, a clear conscience, a useful life, and satisfaction in
death. Mr. Grant’s great want of knowledge of the subject he
was discussing was shown in one of his sayings last evening,

that we preferred temporal convenience to our permeneat we-

fare; whereas, we hold that the pure dischovge of towporah
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duty is the noblest way of deserving not only permanent, but
eternal welfare, that can be devised. We were told that the
Christian has double motives for the performance of secular
duties. Is there no mistake here? The additional motive
alluded to is the expectation of reward or the fear of punish-
ment. This motive is both remote and vicious. We have
stronger and purer motives of duty, in the perception of the
inherent pleasure and dignity of well-doing, and the pain and
discredit of evil, which are more powerful with us than with
the Christian, because we find them sufficient, and he finds them
insufficient. Besides, what a wilderness is the Evangelical
doctrine of motives! First you are told to attend to your
moral duties; then you are told that you cannot do anything
unless God first disposes you; then you are told that whatever
good works you perform will be of no avail unless you also
believe; and then that you cannot believe unless God gives
you grace to believe; and then that God will not give you this
grace unless you ask him; and then that you cannot ask him
effectually unless you already have the grace of faith, which is
the very thing you have to ask for. What effect can all this
have, but to bewilder the young searcher after truth and duty?
€ontrast this perplexing doctrine with the simple and straight-
forward instruction of Secularism: ¢ Mean well, and act well,
and you will deserve well, both here and hereafter, whatever
you may see reason to believe.”
I now turn to the proposition of the night: * Science the
idence of man, and that absolute spiritual dependency may
involve material destruction.” * By science are understood those
systems of rules and reasons for them which direct the operations
of men in industry, knowledge, and government. Science, in its
broadest sense, includes art, which is its practical application.
Science is the handmaid of nature. The author of “ The Creed of
Christendom,” who would be far from agreeing with me in other
respects, observes, that * the lot of man, not perhaps altogether
of the individual, but certainly of the race, is in his own hands,
from his being surrounded by fixed laws, on the knowledge of
which and on conformity to which his well-being depends. He
must be taught first the Physical laws on which health depends;
‘mext, the Moral laws on which happiness depends; third, the
Intellectual laws on which knowledge depends; fourth, the
8ocial and Political laws on which material prosperity and
advancement depend ; fifth, the Economic laws on which wealth
depends. A true comprehension of all these, and ok Qoshs wnwe-
eeptionable and unalterable nature, would nl{imakely TeasOR WA
kind from all their vice, and nearly all their wafferngs, “‘;W

kil g .



-850 CHRISTIANITY AND SECULARISM.

~asualties and sorrows.” Now, this comprehensive passage sug-
gests how wide is the sphere which science occupies, and how
beneficent would be its fully developed influence on mankind,
and how far Secularism, which includes i, is from being that
narrow, gross, and sensual thing which Mr. Grant paeinted it.
Science represents the available source of help to man, ever
augmenting in proportion to his observation, study, courage, and
industry. We do not confound science with nature. Nature is
the storehouse of riches, but when its spontaneous treasures are
exhausted science enables us to renew them and to augment them.,
It is the well-devised method of using nature. It is in this that
Science is the Providence of Man. It is not pretended that
Science is a perfect dependence ; on the contrary, it is admitted to
be narrow and but partially developed; but though it should be
represented as a limited dependence, we must not overlook the
fact that it is tho only special dependence that man has: how-
ever infantine now, it is an ever-growing power.

The Christian of this day will tell us that he, too, appreciates
science, and uses it extensively; but between his estimate and
ours there is a very marked difference. He uses it, but we place
more dependence and a higher value upon it : he regards it as in-
operative without the Divine blessing ; we, on the contrary, con-
sider its agency independent of cvery form of theological faith.
If the natural philosopher judiciously compounds his chemicals
he obtains a true result, whether he believes that the elements he
experiments upon are self-cxistent or created. The arithmetician,
whose division and dividend are both correct, is in a fair way of
obtaining an exact quotient, although the calculator disbelioves
all the Thirty-nine Articles. If a Mechanics’ Institution is built
after the working rules of Cubitt or Peto, it will stand as firmly
as a church built by Pugin. The Crystal Palace, erected after the
manner of Fox and Henderson, will not fall, though it be opened
on a Sunday. We hold that the principles of science are inde-
pendent of every creed. The laws of nature are not suspended by
Collects or Conventicles; the same sun shines equally on the
Christian and the Secularist.

The late Sidney Smith, the same who was Canon of St. Paunl's
—a man whose frankness was only equalled by his genial piety—
put on record this remarkable passage : “ The doctrine of the im-
mediato and perpetual interference of Divine providence # noé.
true. If two men travel the same road, the one to rob, the other
to relieve a fellow-creature who is starving, will any but the most

Zanatic contend that they do not both run the same chance of
falling over a stone and bresking their legs? And i» iX neh
matter of fact, that the robber often returns safe, snd. the jusy
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man sustains the injury? The man who places religion upon a
false basis is the greatest enemy to religion. If victory is always
to the just and good, how is the fortune of impious conquerors to
be accounted for? Why do they erect dynasties and found
families which last for centuries? The reflecting mind whom
you have instructed in this manner, and for present effect only,
naturally comes upon you hereafter with difficulties of this wort,
and he finds that he has been deceived.” If, however, the impious
tyrant succeeds, and bad men prosper, as we notice to be the case
every day, we cannot ascribe this to Providenoe without discon-
raging all virtue, which is built upon trust in Providence, If,
then, the despot and the knave accomplish their end by a vigorous
use of material appliances, it is clear that natural resources are
independent of any form of religious faith, and the patriot and
the honest man may hope to succeed by equal or greater vigour,
whatever may be his speculative opinions. If it is contended
that Providence does not interfere in human affairs in any way
superseding human exertion, but nevertheless he does interfere,
I ask, in what way does he interfere? at what instigation, and
under what circumstances, does the operation commence? In
one of those few metropolitan pulpits where sacredness of pre-
tension does not protect any statement from searching inquiry,
I once heard a preacher examine the statement made, I believe,
by Judge Parke, that the act of the man who about that time
attempted to shoot Her Majesty had been diverted by Providence,
The preacher said: Had the statement been made in the pulpit
it might have passed; but being made in a law court, where the
speaker was supposed fo confine himself to facts and to evidence,
it was calculated to arouse curiosity; and he (the preacher) had
carefully looked into the evidence given on the trial, but had not
found any witness who deposed to the interferemce of Providence.
Did Providence bend the pistol barrel? Did Providence rust the
lock, or damp the powder, or play false with the percussion cap ?
Did he palsy the arm of the would-be regicide, or cause a tremor
of body, or a misgiving of mind, or a dimness of sight, that pre.
vented the needful steadiness of aimP? Did he cause the ground
under the foot of the criminal to give way? Were the horses at
that moment startled, and the royal party jerked out of the line
. of danger? Was the coachman forewarned of the approaching
eatastrophe ? Did a presentiment seize the guards, so that timely
precauntions were adopted? 'What gunmaker, chemist, geologist,
physician or metaphysician, veterinary surgeon, or cbeerver, da-
tected any such interposition, and deposed to the fact? 15 wone,
the judge departed from legal custom in making his dediexetion,
and we must look to human contingencies slone to sccount for Coa
fortunate result. 2
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Mz. GRANT:—Ladies and Gentlemen, Mr. Holyoake has made
the mistake this evening which he so frequently makes in his
Reasoner, instead of answering arguments fastening upon epi-
thets, of taking them out of their connection, not ini
what their real application was, nor proving whether in any of
the cases in which I used them, they were strictly and properly
applied. At the same time that he is unwilling to reciprocate
any of those epithets, he has employed the Reasoner just as this
discussion was commencing, to state certain things respecting me,
which were in no respect worthy of him, nor of his professions
on this platform. It is a mistake, however, of Mr. Holyoake’s
to say that I called him a pickpocket and a devil. This is a
misapplication altogether of the expressions which I used, and
the connection in which they were employed. I did not say that
Mr. Holyoake was here to oppose family and property, but, that
Socialism did so in its principles. I did not, however, expect to
please Mr. Holyoake in this discussion. If I had done so, I
should have felt as one did who wrote to the Reasoner to say,
“When I saw that you praised me, I really thought that I had
made some great mistake; but I find that you made up for it in
the next number.” Mr. Holyoake, however, finishes off his
abusive epithets by stating that he can find at the corners of the
streets one equal to myself. Perhaps that is his method of
respectfulness. (*No, no.”) If that was not said then I mis-
apprehended it. In reference to the passages of Scripture, Mr.
Holyoake said there were two classes, the one secular and the
other spiritual, but omitted to notice that the secular passages are
founded upon the spiritual—that the doctrines are themselves the
basis of the practices. I did expect certainly, that he would have
mentioned some good things that were forbidden by Christianity ;
instead of that, he quotes from Solomon, who was before Chris-
tianity, something about the rod and the child. Now no one can
deny for a moment that there may occasionally be a necessity for
chastisement. But I have not come here to defend the correc-
tion of children; that is not our argument, Mr. Holyoake, how-
ever, who opposes this, at the same time forgets that nataxe
chastises those who break her laws. He himself stated in the
very same speech that he found quite sufficient reasons for duties
in this life—because it is discreditable not to do his duty, amd
painful also. At the same time he stated, as if to stultify his
own argument, that men may, in this life, rise to the very height
of power and greatness by the violation of all moral and social
laws. However, I do not think it is worth while to enter into

these questions, therefore I shall call your attention o the vemd *
question at issue. Before replying to what hea juxt heen wd-.
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vanced, as to the ground which Mr. Holyoake has taken this
evening, I shall briefly refer to the argument on the first benefit,
to remind you that Secularists proceed upon a misapprehension of
the point at issue between them and Christianity. We, who
consider the “ old ways” to be as secure now, as when originally
constructed, affording the only safe passage amid the perils and
perplexities of life, are asked to abandon them, and when we
maintain their continued adaptation to man’s requirements, we
are charged with upholding a system which, in “ the Cabinet of
Reason,” is called, “the mother of hypocrisy and malignity ”—
for these are the soft words in which Christianity is deseribed,
not in discussions, before a general audience, but in the “advised
and revised” statements of authoritative Secularists, Is it un-
reasonable to demand of those who mistake such rebukes
and condensed misrepresentations for wholesome counsel, what
peculiar benefits would result from following their advice?
Mr. Holyoake was bound to give a clear, unequivocal statement
of the advantages which the substitution of Secularism would
secure. He should have demonstrated not only that what he
ealls benefits are really such, and that they are the logical results
of principles he has discovered, but that they are also peculiar to
his system, and both omitted from, and retarded by, the religion
"he would supplant. In this he unmistakably failed. His failure
was more fundamental than the weakness of his first proposition_
~—he omitted entirely the basis of that proposition: it is profess-
edly “the positive side” which has turned up out of some former
negations, which are now abandoned: let free inquirers then be
frank enough to give the negative side, or how can we understand
that their positive assumptions are in any way related to their
sceptical negations? He advocates the results of something
which he hides, so begins in the dark, and naturally misses his
way. Let this question be noted—what are the negative views
of which the present doctrines are the positive side, and how and
when did that side turn up? Was it when the other side was
everturned? Do they now advocate the conclusion as a com-
pensation for abandoning the premises? These are preliminary
‘questions laid down in my letters as the scheme of a fair and
-fall inquiry, which Mr. Holyoake in his opening speech professed
‘#o adopt, but which he has not followed; whilst he maintained
silence as to the course he should pursue during the time that
¥ ought to have been preparing definitely for each point, on this
oceasion. It will be for the reader afterwards carefully to exs~
mine the series of objections to the first benefit, Whidh e Yon
additional defect of resulting from some invisile negRlastM: -
I need only glance cursorily at some of the leadmyg pPoMAL
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was made plain that exclusive attention to the affairs of this
life did not secure the imaginary advantage of freedom from
uncertainty ; nor will this occur till this life is built on mathe-
matics and the next life disproved by better arguments than
are adduced by the originator of the Secular Conference, ind
the existence of God invalidated, by better reasoning than
Holyoske's Reply to Paley, and Chilton’s Contributions to
the Reasoner, all which are now omitted, that the assumption
which failed in argument may be adopted in practice, as they
quictly ignore what they could not disprove, and divert men
from those questions by calling attention to others, as the posi-
tive side of what they no longer openly stand by. It was dis-
tinetly proved thdt a practical belief in the life to come, leads
to no indifference to whatever, in & proper sense, belongs to the
life that now is. Let them point out a single unquestioned duty
to the performance of which Christianity presents the slightest
obstruction; let them plainly set forth any course of conduct
morally right, socially beneficial, politically just, from which the
Christian is debarred, furnish instances of an undue disparage-
ment of secular things, of a really culpable disregard to what
we owe to ourselves and others, so far as this life merely is con-
cerned, for which Christianity, properly understood, is in any
way responsible: if they have none such instances, the attack om
Christianity fails; if they have any such, the case of Secularism
is not therefore made out, for Mr. Holyoake must not forget that
to prove the imperfection of Christianity is not to prove the per-
fection of Secularism; and he can do neither. I read some
extracts from the New Testament, a book which he did not
quote in his first night's speeches, though his object was to
overturn it, and which, though he has largely quoted to-night, he
has always misapplied; but he is to favour us with a full detail
of the immoral dootrines contained in that book, and though he is
keenly sensitive to whatever is immoral and impure in the Gospel,
he candidly admitted that he had no objection to the passages ad-
duced. It would not detract from the validity of this discussion
for Mr. Holyoake to favour me early with the defects of Christianity,
for should he reserve them till the time is too far advanced for
them either to be properly considered, or fully answered, thaé
method would appear more like the art of debate than a fearless
investigation into the truth, I state this now, because I am -
anxious to give some attention to such difficulties; for I have .

nothing to fear and nothing to hide, but prefer to be openly con-
fronted ; and shall give as careful attention to the evils of religion
as to the benefits of infidelity. It may fairly be expected that a
least during the third night we may have a short outline of the
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points on which Christianity is considered vulnerable, that e
may not contend in the dark; whilst the farther advantages of
Secularism, referred to in Mr. Holyoake’s general outline, must
not travel out of the record to which he confined himself in the
preliminaries of this discussion. It would be a safe rule on this
point for Mr. Holyoake to quote from our correspondence in proof
‘thet he is not introducing questions foreign to this debate. The
passages I quoted from the New Testament, (and they are only
specimens of innumerable others,) besides being leading principles
—which other passages, consequently, cannot invalidate, but to
which they must be subordinate—proved beyond the possibility
of doubt, that the duties of this life are neither neglected nor
overlooked in the Gospel, and that Secularism, as the inculcation
of certain important duties, is eighteen hundred years too late to
be original. It would be altogether erroneous, however, to con-
clude that because Secularism adopts the duties which Christi-
anity enforces, it is indifferent which system we follow : for, first,
plagiarism has no merit, and, secondly, the same acts are of
different moral quality, according to the motives from which they
are performed. A gift for praise, or for bribery, and from motives
of kindness, is a different thing in morals, though the mechanical
act is the same; and Christianity deals with motives—Ilooks both
at what we do, and why we do it. Mr. Holyoake would scarcely
commend the man whose devotion to secular business arises from
pure selfishness, though one of the Secular principles is that ¢ care
for others is a well-understood principle of self-defence.” How
far self-defence does lead men to care for others, is manifest from
the history of mankind, and the transactions of daily life. The
tyrant’s self-defence is to trample on his slaves, and this is the
motive Secularism furnishes, namely, a narrow selfishness, which
is not rectified by any reference to a higher tribunal, and to the
utility that is only a safe guide when viewed in the light of a just
and universal judge. The advantage of Secularism is that it de-
prives man of various motives for purity, justice, and kindness:
it takes away the argument for patient continuance in well-doing,
knowing that in due season we shall reap if we faint not : it tells
us that we must reap here if we mean toreapatall; this principle
does not exclude a regard for our personal welfare at the expense of
our integrity ; as it is a hundred times affirmed in the Reasoner,
and other Secular works, that there are thousands who would
openly join the Secularists if there were no civil and social dis-
advantages. It is declared that many infidels are waiting till &
is safe to avow themselves. Christ and his Aposties, an}hﬁ\;\
glorious army of Martyrs, bought our sefety et o dearer rate, ™
fho motives of the Gospel, its present spir'\tgm\ wids, Yne powere &
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the world to come, inspire men with & true heroism of endurance,
without waiting for & safe place and secure time, and defending
others from error by suocumbing to it themselves, till it is destroyed
by a miracle of some Secular spiritual dependence. What life,
then, to quicken men in the performance of moral duties, in the
face of public scorn, in opposition to outward violence or in-
ward frailty, does Secularism afford? Has it not even now
abandoned the word Atheistfor Non-theist, because the latter
is more genteel? And does it not hide Non-theist in Secularist to
propitiate public feeling, after commencing with the boast of
¢ daring opinion ?” Did Christianity take down its flag, becanse
8 crucified Saviour was a term of contempt? Was the Reforma-
tion a change of the word Christian to Spiritualist, as infidelity
reforms by adopting the term Sccularist? Did the Reformation
advance by receding from Christianity, or by a return to it?
‘What, then, have they done in social duties, beyond teaching a
system whose followers wait in wise self-defence, till it is safe to
open other men’s eyes? whilst the system itself, with the same
frankness, adopts a new name, as the only escape from its old
character. True, one benefit is often paraded. We are told, in
many forms—in pamphlets, lectures, speeches, and periodicals—
that “ Death opens his doors as wide to the pauper as to the
king.” This may be some advantage, but it is a well-worn quota-
tion from Horace. Every one knows that the gates of death are
open on this side; Christ came to open them on the other. Se-
cularism makes it a prison; Christianity makes it a passage to
glory, honour, and immortality, open to pauper and prince, that
may be entered by all who desire; it levels men upwards, and
offers that dignity to every man which on earth only one in a
nation can enjoy—a crown of glory, which the Lord will give to
all them that love his appearing. The only fitting emblem of the
common dignity is that which on earth can belong to only one
amongst millions. Secularism is the logic of death; Christianity
is the logic of eternal life. The moral grandeur of a man’s actions
depends on the breadth of his principles; and that which is insig-
nificant in itself, receives a moral intensity and greatness, from the
dignity of those considerations out of which it arises ; but “a wise
self-defence,” an eye to our secular welfare, minding the maif
chance, is one of the most ordinary motives, beyond which, how-
ever, Secularism cannot raise us, because we must reap here, and
find on earth our all; Death only opens his gates to shut us inj
whilst the Christian can declare, in the words of a weighty
author— ’

“Death, instead of taking away anything from us, gives us o\,

even the perfection of our natures ; sets us at iberty, both trom oue
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bodily desires and others’ domination; makes the servant free
from his master. It doth not bring us into darkness, but takes
darkness out of us, us out of darkness, and puts us into marvelloua
light. Nothing perishes or is destroyed by death, but the veil
and covering which is wont to be done away from all ripe fruit.
It brings us out of a dark dungeon, through the crannies whereof
our sight of light is but weak and small, and brings us into an
open liberty, an estate of light and life unveiled and perpetual,
It takes us out of that mortality which began with our birth, and
now ends to bring us into that life which shall never end. This
day, which thou fearest as thy last, is thy birthday into eternity.”

I shall come, in the next place, to notice the analysis of the
meaning of the terms employed in Mr. Holyoake’s second pro-
position—that “science is the providence of life, and that spiritual
dependence may lead to material destruction.” The essential rule
for all inquiries is, that our leading terms shall have a definite
meaning, and that we shall keep them to that application, other-
wise we do not properly know what we speak of. The secular
terms are not defined, or are explained by others that need ex-
planation. The second proposition is unaccompanied with any
scientific definition. The phrases, “ spiritual dependence” and
“ material destruction,” are very wide. What is *spiritual ?”—
what is “material?” If by “spiritual” is meant the Divine
being—dependence on him; and if “the providence of man” is
brought into opposition with the providence of God, as seems to
be the case, this should be affirmed plainly, and then the state-
ment could be examined in that light. We shall first analyze
the assertion in the strict philosophical acceptation of the terms.
¢ Material” is that whose entire known qualities may be tested
by the senses: “spiritual” is that whose qualities are not appre-
ciable by the senses, but are related to our thoughts. Are we,
then, to have more dependence on what is material than on what
is spiritual ? and is not dependence itself a spiritual act? We
know nothing of material things except our mental conclusions,
Many of those things we appear to see are but quick spiritual
processes by which we interpret and remember. In dealing with
maferial objects, we have nothing to depend upon but what is
mﬂ—tbe processes of our own thoughts, which have con-

pually to correct the impressions of semse. Matter itself, as
saed for that external substance whose qualities affect our senses,
is @ spiritual suggestion to explain the basis of those qualities.

lour and sound, heat and cold, taste and amell, are sensations

us, not even qualities in objects. Matter el \n woppied

meatally to account for phenomena. Matter is 863 vy whentR
be indinitely divisible, composed of minute SLUWR, NODS G‘D‘;""’“-
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has been discovered. The atomic theory is a spiritual inference,
and matter is unknown. Science teaches us that there is repul-
sion between all particles; that they never touch, but remain at
insensible distances. Everything we know of is compressible;
nor is it an absurd supposition that the world could by force be
reduced into a very small compass. Matter being thus composed
of atoms, no one of which we can see, and these being separated,
even in the densest bodies, by interstices that we cannot perceive,
the oneness we give to any object is perfectly notional. A tree
is as truly composed of millions of particles as a nation is of mil-
lions of individuals; therefore we deal with all things called
material in an ideal way, and depend upon our ideas. If we con-
sider the term “nature” as standing for the aggregate of all mate-
rial things, the universe is personified in our thoughts; and men
speak of the wisdom of nature, whilst Secularists profess to reve.
rence her mysteries. But is not nature, in this sense, an ideal
creation, by which we give unity to our observations of sensible
things? No one has explored ell nature. Various inquirers
record their observations, and the general student learns more
from books, the digest of other men’s inferences, than from his
own observations; whilst a record of all these observations and
inferences does not embrace the whole of nature; and therefore to
speak of nature is to speak of what is, for the most part, beyond
us—a spiritual inference, whether as to the extent or the duration
of what is so termed. We have, therefore, nothing but spiritual
dependence in material things—in scientific inquiries, which are
the engagement of genius, talent, and spiritual industry in re-
gearch, experiment, and inference. But when we further cheat
ourselves with words, and having given the term “ nature” to the
sum of physical objects, and by conjecture and reason extcnded
these beyond our own knowlege ;—when we advance to the idea
of nature as something different to these parts of which it is com-
posed, and imagine in the whole, a wisdom which is not in the
perts, we are still more ideal, and confess the want of a presiding
Ruler, by substituting the mythology of a presiding Nature, in
addition to the objects of which nature is composed. When, in-
stead of the trees, fields, rivers, and animals which constitate
- nature, we speak of some general wisdom that is not in the parts,
_ we theologize in our scepticism, and are necessitated to worship
" the calves of Dan and Bethel instead of the living God. A tree
i sconfesgedly incapable of its own growth, but a forest of trees,
each one being foolish, becomes an aggregate of wisdom, and the
matter is plain; we cannot account for any one thing, but we put
all together, and eall them nature; smd with ¥his spirites) de-
pendence on something independent of materisl rexlities, Smd

»
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a sceptical satisfaction. For even Secularists do not follow the
rule of inquiry-only into the order of nature or list of facts;
they invoke some goddess, and fall prostrate before a spiritual
hallucination. They are quite transcendental, and write with
gratefol emotions towards & phantom, which takes that place in
their minds that belongs to the Universal Spirit, whose room in
man’s soul cannot be filled up by material things: but man’s in-
satiable craving is mocked by the myth of a wise mother called
Nature, which is the same in Atheism or Non-theism as the
Chureh is in systems of priestcraft—myths both, and concessions
to the Grand Reality, since men must have some substitute for
power in nature and aunthority in religion. This mythical nature,
then, is the simulacrum of God, and is the spiritual dependence of
those who vainly seek reliance on material things. Not only are
matter and nature as the aggregate of physical existences, and
nature as the wise agent in the process of creation, spiritual
conceptions; but even in legitimate science the phrase, *laws
of nature,” is a metaphorical expression, by which mcn are
often misled—always, indeed, when they are supposed to account
for events, instead of stating the order of their occurrence.
One event we cannot explain; it is repeated many times,
and we call it a law, according to which or by which it
occurs, instead of confining ourselves to the facts of the case,
which is only another confession that we require something
beyond physical facts—namely, a method of accounting for
them ; and when we overlook the true explanation, that these
occur regularly by the will of God, are real laws of his, we
are again forced into concession to the truth by creating an idol
of it, and refer to laws of our own imagining, laws of a naturo
which is not real, the myths of a myth, because we do not acknow-
ledge that the visible things are symbols of the Creator’s eternal
power and Godhead. But when in legitimate science we confine
our language to a register of facts, and arrangc those facts into a
system, and form theories upon them, this pursuit of a science is
@ spiritual process in which our dependence is on the strictness of
our obgervations, and the accuracy of our deductions. Therefore
it is impossible to distinguish science from spiritual dependence.
Thus, in the case of matter we perceive qualities, and by a spiritual
tendency imagine a substance, and then convert all substances into
the aggregate of nature, and then expand nature into a notional
existence, presiding over this aggregate; and then arrange events
into different series, and call them laws, the laws of that nature
in its secondary meaning: and, therefore, in =il \egitroee
science, &5 well as conjectural or poetical embellishents Where™.
Wwo personify and apostrophire nature, we see nothing wuk & W
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tematic statement of inferences and conjectures, founded on the
separate individual objects and occurrences. For as God creates
outward nature, so man creates the inward nature called science,
which is a spiritual product from the exercise of man’s intellect
on God’s works. The various theories of science in all branches,
are so many stages of man’s conclusions, as in the phlogistic theory
to account for combustion, which is now abandoned, though com-
bustion goes on. The atomic theory is the fruit of reason in che-
mistry; so is Davy’s Safety Lamp—a theory of flame applied to
the practice of life—and without the spiritual inventor we should
have no material defence. Astronomy is not learned from the
senses. We now believe that the earth goes round the sun, not
because we see the sun rise, but because we trust the spiritual
arguments of philosophers whose reason contradiots our senses.
Dependence on the regularity of nature which all men cherish,
even those who are not Secularists,—for mankind have not been
allowed to wait till this present time, for the fashion of free in-
quiry, which like the fashion of this world passeth away:—this
common dependence on the regularity of nature, and the fixed
properties of things, is a spiritual dependence: it rests solely on
the laws of our mind, not on the laws of nature: we expect fire

to burn again; expectation is a spiritual act; we look for ta-.

morrow’s sunrise, simply because our minds are so constituted as
to anticipate a recurrence of similar events; we have not seem
to-morrow, we have it not for a material dependence. All cur
confidence in the future of material nature, by which we are
guided in all our actions, rests on a spiritual law, a tendency in
our minds to expect a repetition of what has been experienced.
This therefore is spiritual, and is not man’s providence nor the
result of science, but is the providence of God, who made ua se
to expect, and who, by the regularity of nature, meets our expeet-
ations. So that both the doctrine of Nature is ideal, and our
notions of hature and the records of science; whilst our cons
fidence in to-morrow’s sunrise is a law of mind, not of matters
and, therefore, to abandon and to depreciate spiritual depend-
ence, is to abandon and depreciate the only dependence poasible
to man.

Mg. HoLYOAKE :~If that is the kind of opposition to which or
views are to be subjected, I see no objection to it. The practisak
question on which I have been speaking this evening has beem

greatly overlooked; and I shall, after a fow remarks upon sneh ,:

incidental points as had any relation to this night's discuseian,
proceed to state further the sense in which we maintain the pro-
poaitions which you have heard announced. First, however, I

>
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ought perhaps on this night to make an announcement, In our
last night's debate we were several times told that J proposed to
remove Christianity and substitute Secularism in its stead. These
were the words of the general proposition which was read from
the chair ; but that proposition was of Mr. Grant’s own writing,
and the extravagant element in it was of his own invention. It
is absurd to propose the entire removal of Christianity, in which
there are some points of truth and discipline which we have no
wish to see cancelled in our land.  Five years ago, as Mr. Grant
is aware, we defined our object theologically as an opposition to
Christian error, and not to Christian truth. Why I accepted the
proposition Mr. Grant drew up was this—that he told me it
meant in other words, “ Wherein consists the superiority of our
gospel over the gospel of Jesus Christ.” This is a reasonable in-
quiry, but the words “ removal of Christianity and the substi-
tution of Secularism ” are words which he has put into my mouth,
and for the extravagance of which I did not forcsee that he inten-
ded to make me responsible. Again, yon were told that our views
were narrow and sensual ; but if we are told to feed the hungry,
and clothe the naked, which we are told is a part of Christian
Secularism—if that be the object of Christian Secularism, then
how comes it that when we propose to do the same thing it is de-
scribed as sensual in us and exalted in them? Some of my
remarks to-night were founded upon Christianity. I quoted
Solomon—he, it seems, is not a Christian authority ; I quoted the
apostles—no. notice was taken of what I said of their writings.
‘When I ask Mr. Grant what his opinions are, and to what book
I may refer for them, he refers me to the Scriptures ; and when I
ask him to point out what particular principles I shall find there,
he tells me again to read that book and judge for myself. Buf
the moment I bring forth any passage from that book, he tells
me immediately that it is not Christianity. I want him, therefore,
to tell me what it is that he calls Christianity. If it be the Bible,
I have a right to refer to it. I remember that on a former even-
ing when he read passages which I told him were contradicted by
many other passages, he turned round and said, “ Are not these
also here?” I say to him therefore, that 1 have quoted passages
from the Scriptures; and are not these also here? He himself
gave us as one of the Christian principles, “ Lay not up treasures
upon earth, but ley up treasures in heaven.” Why the very
Savings Banks in the country contradict the maxim, # Lay not up
treasures upon earth.” You have been told something about
Christianity opening the gate of death upon the other side.
‘What I put to Mr. Grant is—a question I have put to him more
than onoe—to tell me what there is in so much of Seculariem as
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he has heard, that is so criminal, that it furnishes any reason for
saying that the same gate should not be open to us. He ended
his speech on the last evening by saying that “at the day of judg-
ment it would not be asked, how much we had abstracted from
man to serve God, how much we had neglected humanity to honour
him—no such thing, but the question would be, “ Did yon visit me
in prison? did you feed me when hungry? did you clothe me when
naked P” And the answer of the Christian religion is, “Inasmuch
a8 ye did it to humanity, to those who are in this world, ye did it
untome; for the way to receive the approbation of God, in a futuare
life, is to do our duty towards our fellow-men as well as we are able.”
Then I say, according to Mr. Grant’s own showing we are as
much entitled to have that eternal gatc opened as he is himself
The points on which I thought he would have fastened, and have
given us instruction, ho has hitherto omitted. The principal thing
I seek to establish in all these discussions is this—that to do well
is sufficient, believe what you may. Christianity says, yon are to
have both faith and works ; our doctrine is, that if we work well,
work honestly, work usefully, work as well as we are able, that is
sufficient, and that becomes a desert, that good works alone will
save us, and ought to save us. Thero is something broad enough
and plain enough in that for Mr. Grant to grapple with if he is so
disposed. There lics the issue of the wholo difficulty between us
‘Wherever we find passages in the New Testament which are
compatible with our moral sense of human duty, we are glad to
find them and to acknowledge our obligation to them ; but where
wo find others inconsonant we reject them just as readily as we
accept the former, and we hold ourselves to be right and innocent
in so doing. 'We seek no other means of qualifying ourselves for
an cternal world than in well-doing. We believe in well-doing—
we belicve that is sufficient—we believe that is honourable—we
believe that is deserving—we believe that is innocent—we believe
that no just God will ever disown us if we do as well as we are
able. That is our doctrine, and we put aside your faith, we put
aside every other qualification. There is & broad point of differ-
ence between us. We talk of science, and Mr. Grant is mystified
as to what we can mean by it—we mean by science what I have
said—those methodized agencies which are at our command—that
systematized knowledge which enables us to use the powers of
nature for humen benefit; and I mean by spiritual dependency,
application to heaven by prayer expecting that help will come to
us. Ifind one Rev. Newman Hall, at a late meeting of Congrega-
tlonal dissenters, of which Mr. Grant was one, laying it down
that “the efficacy of prayer was a fundamental principal of Inde-
Pendency.” Now we have no faith whatever in prayer; we do
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net in any way believe in its efficacy ; and we say, if you tell us
thet Providence interferes in human affairs, you only discourage
buman exertion, and you tell us that which does not prove to be
true in the end. Do you not tell us that the very hairs of our
heads are numbered, and that not a sparrow falls to the ground
without God’s permission ? Yet hear what this doctrine amounts
to in the language of the Rev. Sidney Smith: ¢“ A belief that
Providence interferes in all little actions, refers all merit and de-
merit to bad and good fortune, and causes the successful man to
be always considered as a good man, and the unhappy man as an
object of divine vengeance. It furnishes ignorant and designing
men with power which is sure to be abused. The ery of ‘e judg-
memt! a judgment!’ it is always easy to make, but not easy
to resist. It encourages the grossest superstition; for if Deity
rewards and punishes on every slight oocasion it is quite impos-
sible but that such a helpless being as man will set himself to
work and discover the intentions of heaven in the appearances of
satward nature, and to apply all the phenomena of thunder and
lightning and wind, and every striking appearance, to the regula-
tion of his own conduct ; just as the poor Methodist, when he rode
into Piccadilly in a thunder-storm, imagined that all the uproar of
the elements was a hint to him not to preach in Mr. Romaine’s
chapel. This doctrine of theocracy must place an excessive power
in the hands of the clergy. It applies so instantly and so tremen-
dously to men’s hopes and fears, that it must make the priest
omnipotent over the people, as it always has done where it has
been established. It has (mark these words) a great tendency to
check human exertion and to prevent the employment of those
secondary means of effecting an object which are at our disposal.”
Now if Mr. Grant does not admit the truth of this he advocates a
doctrine which has a tendency to check human endeavour; and if
he does admit the truth of this language, then how does he recon-
cile that with his professed creed P

Some of the solemnest words of the New Testament assure the
humble believer that our heavenly Father watches over us, his
oreatures,—an ever-present help in time of need. The deepest, the
most personal consolation of Christianity consists in that fact; and
yet if that doctrine of divine interference be not true, those conso-
lations are no consolations at all. 'When we say that Secularism
has an advantage over Christianity, the assertion is to some extent
borne out by the Rev. Mr. Smith’s admisgion, that the doctrine of
providential interference in small things has a tendency-. to dis-
oourage human exertion. You must therefore give up the doo-
trine in this respect ; and to whatever extent you do relinquish it
you ooineide with our own position. If you hold thet Providence
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does not interpose in the little actions of life—which little actions,
remember, make up the sum of existence of the mass of mankind—
it is clear that Heaven does not vouchsafe special care for usin
little things, and therefore we cannot be wrong in telling man.
kind to take care of themselves. Now it is not needful to

argument to contend that prayer never had any efficacy—it may
have been the source of material advantage, but the question is,
will it bring material aid now? It is in vain that the miner de-
scends into the earth with a prayer on his lips unless he carries,
what Mr. Grant has referred to, a Davy lamp in his hand. A
ship-load of clergymen would be in danger of perishing if you
suffer the Amazon once to take fire. During the prevalence of &
pestilence an hospital is of more value than a ccllege of theologians.
‘When the cholera visitation is near, the Physician, and not the
Priest, is our best dependence ; and those whom medical aid can-
not save must inevitably die. Are we mnot, therefore, right in
saying that science is the Providence of life? Mr. Birch, in his
“ Philosophy and Religion of Shakspere,” recites an impressive
passage between Queen Elizabeth and Queen Margaret. Queen
Elizabeth, in her maternal anxiety for the welfure of her child

finds consolation in depending upon God, and exclaims ;= :

“Wilt thou, O God, fly from such gentle lambs,
And throw them in the entrails of the wolf?
When didst thou sleep when such a deed was done ?”

To this eloquent and passionate appeal, Margaret from her larger
experience answers in words which crush all hope, and to which
there is no answer, “ God has done it"— .

“When holy Harry died, and my sweet son.”

Gentlemen, this is, no doubt, at first sight a sad and desolating
truth to those who have been cradled in supernatural dependeney ;
but how much more desolating is the delusion when the di ’

of it first breaks upon us over the grave! Do you ask what
benefits flow from our doctrine? Why for many years to come
the place of the Religious Tract Society might be supplied bya
Scientific Tract Society; and it would be well with us were ouf
Churches and Chapels dlso converted into Temples of Scienoce;
One would think that he who is said to be the God of nature@
could not be displeased that his creatures, even on the Sabbath-
day, should be made acquainted with the works of nature]
Prayers quite as holy might ascend from the Laboratory as evex .
ascended from the Vestry. To make men wise and liberal, whick



SECOND EVENING. 63

1e tendency of all science, would surely be as sweet & tributs
1e skies as to make them, as they often now are made—merely
usive by clerical ministration. We learn to judge from ex-
ence, and choose between Prayer and Science. The whole
nce of political economy is a scientific protest against the
alar trust in Providence. A million of our Irish brethren who
ly perished of famine have exploded for ever the popular
of of Englishmen, that where God sends mouths he also sends
t. Of old there was a sublime dependence of the aged on
vidence. How sweet was the trust of the young man who
embered his Creator in the days of his youth that it might be
| with him in the land! But how have our Poor-houses
erly dissipated this delusion! Every church is now connected
1 an Assurance Office; and the race of Actuaries are more
ve opponents of trust in Providence than any Secular lecturers,
Neison does more to advance Secularism in a single month
1 Dr. Cumming will be able to undo in his whole life. The
mate of Prayer among men of business answers to the deserip- -
. of it given in Pope’s Homer. Prayer, you know, which
1ld precede us in order to save us, can only scream after the
shief is over: |

* Prayers are Jove's daughtars of celestial race,
Lame are their feet, and wrinkled is their face;
With humble mien and with dejected eyes,
Constant they follow where injustice flies;
Injustice swift, ereot, and unconfined,
Sweeps the wide earth, and tramples o'er mankind.”

you ask what advantage is there in this doctrine? I answer,
the advantage of being undeceived. Does any man say that
doctrine of providential interference is an agreeable one, and
; he prefers to believe it? To such I have no message. Those
» reason so are looking for comfort, and not for truth. He who
stepping into a leaky vessel that would not weather the storm,
1ld rather not be told that inconvenient truth, is not a person
tled to be saved. But in the great voyage of life, if the theo-
cal vessel of special interposition will not keep out the water,
say rather, let us know the truth that we may seek the vessel’
cience that may do it. To speak what we suppose to be the
h in self-protection is not blasphemy—it is merely honest
ning ; it is not “portentous heroism,” but prudence. But it is
| we are without God in the world; but remember if it be so,
t is not our fault. We would rather that your theory were
», and that light conld be bad in darkness and help in the hour
langer. It better comports with humen fecblenesa and. haxeh
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destiny that it should beso. But if the doctrine be not true, surely
it is better that we know it. Could the doctrine of divine aid be
reduced to intelligible conditions, Religion would be reinstated in
its ancient influence: for a reasonable certainty and an unfailing
trust, men would fulfil any conditions possible to humanity.
Faith no longer supplies implicit confidence, and the practical tome
of our day is impatient of that teaching which keeps the word
of promise to the ear and breaks it to the hope.

Could we keep before us the first sad view of life which breaks
in upon the working man, whether he be a white slave or a black
one, we should be able to see this advocacy from a more advan-
tageous point. Weshould learn at once sternness and moderation.
Do we not find ourselves at once in an armed world where Might
is God and Poverty is fettered? Every stick and stone, every
blade of grass, every bird and flower, every penniless man, womas,
and child, has an owner in this England of ours no less than in New
Orleans. The bayonet or baton bristles round every altar, at the
corner of every lane and every street. Effort, in its moral and
encrgetic sense, is the only study worth a moment’s attention by
the workman or the slave. 'What weaknesses are mankind reduced
to by the conventionalisms of opinion! Were men intellectually
resolute instead of mourning when disaster comes, they would
watch with relentless vigilance the purport of that teaching which,
however well intended, whispers in the ears of childhood those
fatal lessons of spiritual dependence which end in all the gross-
ness of material destruction. I have time to add one instance
which may serve to throw a light in Mr. Grant’s way, as to the
sort of dependence which we mean. We say, if Providence does
not interfere in human affairs, why is it not said so openly and
explicitly ? and if once confessed it would be a confession of the
prudence and rightfulness of our own Secular course. It has
long seemed to me the most serious libel on the character of Deity
to assume for one moment that he interferes in human exigencies.

A mountain of desolating facts rises up to shamo into silence the '

hazardous supposition. 'Was not the whole land a short time ago
convulsed with horror at the fate of the 4mazon # There was not
a wretch in the whole country, whose slumbering humanity would
not have been aroused in the presence of that dismal catastrophe.
Hardly a felon could have heard the story without sighing for
power to render aid. The noble and impatient speech of Miranda
to Prospero, when she saw a shipwreck of another kind, leaped at
once to the nation’s tongue :

“If by your art, my desarest father, you have
Put the wild waters in thia roar, allay them:
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The aky it seems would pour down stinking pitch
But that the ses, mounting to the welkin’s cheek,
Dashes the fire out. O, I bave suffer'd

‘With those that I saw suffer! a brave vessel,

‘Who had no doubt some noble creatares in her,
Dash’d all to pieces. O, the cry did knock
Aguninst my very heart! Poor souls! they perished!
Had I been any God of power I would

Have sunk the sea within the earth, or e’er

It should the good ship so have swallowed, and
The freighting souls within her.”

1 is the natural thought of every onlooker under such circum-
ces. Nor do I see how any one, in the face of such facts, can
| that there is a special providence without proclaiming it to
€ limited power or of limited humanity, or owning that the
ine administration of this world is conducted on principles in-
licable and inexplicable to humanity, and is at once beyond
eriticiam, and therefore incapable of affording us instruction.

[R. MORLEY :—I am anxious for one minute to set myself right
A Mr. Holyoake. I was a party, as one of the chairmen, last
k, to the reading of the following sentence—it was read by
8yme, Mr. Holyoake’s chairman: “ What advantages would
ue to mankind generally, and the working classes in particular,
he removal of Christianity and the substitution of Secularism
ts place.” Now, on my honour, I would be no party, if I knew
o any proceeding in connection with this discussion that wes
perfectly fair and perfectly straight-forward. I understand Mr.
yoake to say that this sentence is Mr. Grant’s, and not his.
v I was present at a meeting at which Mr. Syme (Mr. Holy-
¢’s chairman), and Mr. Holyoake’s brother, were present, and
stinctly understood that the phrase as it was read was adopted
Mr. Holyoake. I wish to have that made perfectly straight
.clear ; otherwise Ihave been a party to misrepresentation, I
“to insist on an answer to this, Mr. Holyoake’s brother will
me the justice to say whether I am right or wrong in what I
o gaid,

fz. HOLYOAKE :—It is my place to answer the question. I
mpted the proposition. I said so in the wordsI used. I said,
Thy I accepted the proposition Mr. Grant drew up was because
told me it meant in other words, wherein consists the supe-
ity of our gospel, ar views, over the gospel of Jesus Christ.” I
nghtitwuinthatmhewnldwtham,mdthathswdd
make me responsible for the extravagant elemsnt in et
¢ of wishing to remove the whole of Christianity.
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Mz. MORLEY :—1 am bound to say I recognize those wo
having been used by Mr. Holyoake—I say it frankly. B
impression surely was that the proposition was Mr. Grant’
that there had not been a clear understanding.

MBR. GRANT :—Mr. Chairman, I quite understand the naf
Mr. Holyoake's indirect disavowal and direct avowal of the
ment that he has come this evening to discuss. It woul
been very much better if he had plainly made any opposit
it when we discussed it in letters beforehand. However, .
say nothing upon that subject, but simply tell you that
Holyoake agreed that the correspondence should be the pre
this discussion, you will quite understand the whole of that
tion. Ithink every speech Mr. Holyoake has commenced }
begun by saying—If this is the sort of opposition we are t
we need not fear much. Invariably he has commenced witk
disparaging observations of that kind. He doesnot now proj
remove Christianity, and if he did, he could not remove it. Tk
position he calls my extravagance, but he was extravagant e
‘to adopt it, and not wise enough to complain of it till now £
cannot maintain it. He quotes Solomon, and is very muc
prised that I do not know he is a Christian authority, and te
certain passages are in the Bible, and asks me if that is not
tianity. Does he not know that Judaism is in the Bible as
Now, it is altogether unnecessary for me to detain you lonj
upon the perversions of prayer and providence which Mr.
oake entirely mistook, just as much as he mistook the questi
the Savings Bank. All of you know well that that was
gether either a misapprehension or a misrepresentation
principle of laying up treasure in heaven. Mr. Holyoake dex
that if they perform all the duties of this life, then they ar
on my principle. He has a method of saying a thing over
after it has been answered. . That was answered before. §
this statement about seeking first the kingdom of God.
was explained. Let him answer my explanation, and then
tako notice of his rejoinder. Mr. Holyoake seems to think
dence lies wholly in special interference. The whole wark of 1
is providence, and it interferes in everything, and rules all t}
and the very fact of nature being regular, is one of the gr
blegsings, for if it did not happen that fire would always
and water always drown, we could never be certain of a .
action of our lives. And therefore the wisdom of God’s
dence, is that very thing which Mr. Holyoake accuses Divin

vidence of. And then, as to this providence, only let me @
Holyoake if he does not often praise nature,if she isw
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very wise, if she is not always very good? Why did not nature
step farth and stop that burning, and prevent those people being
drowned ? Or if Mr. Holyoake had been there, instead of some
dergy, what would he havedone? Why, ladiesand gentlemen, he
would have read the second proposition, “ Science, the providence
of man; spiritual dependence may lead you to material destruction.”
‘Would it have put the fire out? Ladies and gentlemen, I was
showing you that all our dependence is spiritual, and I wish to
carry this argument out very clearly, beeause as Mr. Holyoake
sees fit to pass by my objections, I do not intend to wait simply
to reply to particular statements of his, but to go through a great,
broad view of the question, that you may understand my side
very clearly. The truth that we depend upon spiritual things
8 moare obvious still in mathematics, which is the only science of
demonstration, and which is purely spiritual, for mixed mathe-
matics, or the application of our thoughts to nature, enters at
once into probability. The region of certainty and demonstration
is essentially mathematical—that is, & science built upon notions
in which we have undoubted knowledge, which is distinguished
by Hume on this very ground from-* matters of fact ”—physical
existences and events, which are in the region of probability.
8inoe, then, the safest scierice is that which has purely to do with
thoughts—for our demonstrations, though aided by diagrams,
do not depend upon the accuracy of the lines or figures, but
the correctness of our ideas, and the weakest place in
Euclid is that which seems to require or imply superposition
ar measurement, as a physical or ocular demonstration—from
this we infer that mind is the most real existence, since the
saience which is independent of matter, and purely ideal,
is the only sphere of demonstration ; which shows further,
that, in the strict meaning of the words, spiritual dependence
is not only the main one, but the safest in all the range of
human speculation. And this logical view of the matter may
be confirmed by the favourite profession of freethinkers, that
rely on reason. In a piece published as ¢ A Hortative,” or
a kind of secular sermon; we have the following eloquent appeal.
To remove “the great evils” which “appalled” the writer, he
aims at “ the latent energies of those who are competent to wield
the sceptre of humanity;” and after enumerating “ trath” and
the “simplest ratiocination” as the instruments, he observes :—
% These are the weapons of our warfare; with these we hope to
weaken prejudicc ard bigotry. Minions of superstition! will
you, I ask, enlist under this banner? Then search for truth,
educate your mnderstanding, listen to nature’s master-piece,
reason.” (Reasoner,” vol. iii. p. 440.) This in rether confusing,



~ N -wTY AND SECULARISM.

) wed ¥ « roason that is listening to nature; and now “
U« v~ ww» master-piece, to which we are to listen: not |
" . <.l o outward ears. This first and last resort of |
~e. wwen & therefore, spiritual. They propose nothing elss
w. Nowt. Now, what is reason, if not spiritual? It is mot
o N short, broad or narrow; it cannot be weighed in scales,
awani Dy chemicals, seen by the eye, tasted by the palate; it is
savly spiritual. So the only dependence they advocate is &
sritual dependence. It may be replied to this argument, that
they do not mean to speak so strictly of material and spiritual:
but if so they are not in a position to advocate a new view of
human nature and duty, which is a question of reason, and
demands the nicest philosophical accuracy. Some difficulty may
arise respecting this rule for preferring the spiritual fo the mate-
riol, from the fact, that the chief writer on the Metaphysics of
Seculavism observes, that there is “an utter impossibility of
imagining the existence of aught clse than a material substance.”
1t in true, Mr. Chilton declined to define matter, since he does
not understand it, but knows that spirit is unintelligible, and
therefore thore is no such thing, but only matter, which is eq
mysterious. Respecting Dr. Dick’s ¢ Christian Philosopher,” this
writer observes :—*“For a man to lay down a dogma, and argue
from it as fact, is evidence of either ignorance or arrogance ; but
for a man to assert a dogma which his own arguments or evi-
dence subverts is folly.” Now, these remarks, being from “ The
Reasoner,” on a Christian, we may perhaps borrow them to
describe the dogmas we are examining ; whilst the same Article
will supply Mr. Holyoake with an answer to this analysis of the
philosophy of his seccond benefit. Respecting * The Chyistian
Philosopher,” Mr. Chilton observes:—*Of all classes of philo-
sophers the Christian is the most extraordinary and anomalons.
I can understand moral philosophy, social philosophy, and scien-
tific philosophy, but Christian philosophy is beyond my com-
prehension. ‘What /as a Christian to do with philosophy?
What can he have to do with it?” (Reasoner, vol. iii. p. 373.) H
Mr. Holyoake sympathizes with these inquiries, he will not fleel
bound to give us satisfaction, though he cannot complain if we
earnestly seek it—as a secular science should be at least compre-
hensible, and not rest on & mysterious jugglery of unexplained oe
misapplied terms of spiritual philosophy. As in the physical
sciences which relate to outward nature we have proved it vain to
abandon spiritual dependence on the mind which interprets natave
—as Bacon’s Improved Physics was an improved logic, no materisf:.
Llidition, but a spiritual correction—as a1l {he Biunders boouk nas
wrise not from men’s defective senzes, but from the ignorencs
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of their minds—as the clown sees more of nature than the philo-
sopher, but knows less about it—as most men are equal in their
senses, but differ intellectually as to scientific knowledge only in
spiritual cultivation—as reason, which is spiritual, is the only
corrective affirmed by Secularists—as our dependence on nature
is o spiritual law, and thus science is not to be distinguished
from spiritual dependence, it will also be obvious, on examina~
tion, that the science of society is equally spiritual. Any gene-
ral improvement of the condition of mankind, socially, politi-
cally, religiously, must result from a careful examination of his-
tory, logical deductions from it, a study of the nature of man and
what is adapted to him : a fundamental mistake on these subjects
(that is, 2 wrong ides) may lead to material destruction. If it
may not, neither Secularists nor Communists necd to write or
speak on the subject. Our whole life on earth, the entire struc-
ture and arrangements of society, rests on notions : free trade is
a new idea applied to practice ; spiritual dependence on the theory
of protection might have led to a famine in England. And the
Secularists present us now with nothing else than spiritual de-
pendence on their notions. Society and nature, then, are matters
in which we are to spiritually speculate, and act on nothing but
our conclusions. This is confessed in the fact that all reformers
seek to alter our opinions. They know that there will be no new
state of society while the old ideas rule—for ideas do rule the
world. We cannot escape spiritual dependence, then, in nature
or in society, since we act in and towards both according to our
conoeptions ; and this is confessed by all innovators, who bring
three new propositions as the future pillars of the world. This
doctrine is not only true, in the general, of society and nature,
physical science and social economy, but is true of all individual
actions and business pursuits. We act according to what seems
pleasant, or profitable, or respectable, or conscientious, We trust
to & business speculation, and may be materially ruined ; but all
eriginates in our thoughts; which proves that the new theory
meither saves us from spiritual dependence nor from material de-
struction, whilst it illustrates the real power and wisdom of Chris-
tianity, which, saying little about physical force, introduces those
great thoughts of love towards God and man—those grand hopes
and aspirations after a glorious destiny—those solemn considera~
tions of responsibility, which are the great motive power of moral,
social, and physical improvement. And whilst Secularism comes
and makes such loud protestations about the importance of this
life, Christianity quietly elevates it, by the expectation of some-
thing more sublime, to which this is the introduction. Whilst
Secularism makes a noise, and bustlea about progress, Chrisdamivy
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has brought the civilized world to its present hopefulness; and
leaving this party of progress to scream and whistle as the safety-
valve, putting the nervous into a flutter, Christianity is within as
the noiseless steam, pushing along the train of human advance-’ .
ment with quiet and resistless force,—coming not with obsern-'} |
tion, pomp, and show, but pursuing its course with the grand still-: .
ness which characterizes the works of the same God who carries;
on the operations of nature without wheels and pulleys, with no:
creaking, and in so incomprehensible a manner, that they ihoﬁ
understand not that our bodily members move at the volition of
an invisible agent, create the ties of imaginary laws to hold and
bind the universe together. The new material dependence afforded
by Secularism has not been shown ; and till it is understood, we
are not likely to appreciate the advantage. It should be shown
in plain language what further or different dependence on science
Mr. Holyoake now advocates than has been acknowledged and
followed by Christian, pagan, and Jew, all over the world, from
the beginning of time until now. Secondly, avoiding large and
general terms, which may cover all parties and opinions, he
should state what beneficial peculiarity Secularism has intro-
duced into the study of science, to render the pursuit of it more
successful. Thirdly, he should give some instances of the successfal
application of this new, undefined, and undescribed method, to the
enlargement of human knowledge, the increase of man's mastery
over nature, and an addition to the commodities and enjoyments
of human life. If we are told none of these things, our time is
wasted with irrelevant observations on Christianity, instead of &
simple development of the benefits of Secularism. I do not mean
an enumeration of the large promises they make, but a statement
of the work they have done, and how this work is related to any
principles they have and which we have not, It is easy to tell
you what they have not done. They did not invent railways by
this method. Surely these are methods of progress. They did
not invent writing nor printing; they did not introduce the post-
office system ; they did not discover the caloric method, now sue-
cessfully applied to vessels, and promising to supersede steam
before they will supersede Christianity, They did not invent the
telegraph ; they did not build and fill the Crystal Palace. Atame
of their soirées, it is recorded as a smart saying that it was said
the want of the age is good potatoes. Their new way of scienes
has not met and mastered the potato blight. Mr. Holyoake says
science would annihilate the cholera, while we pray against it ; he
has not yet told us how science may do it. 'We look to Secularism
in vain for help in anything. All it con perform ia to swseme o
itself all the science others have created, proise ekerisl dspend-
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ence as the safety afforded by nature, which we had already en-
joyed as the providence of the Creator. They bring us nothing
new, but praise what we had before, only under a new name, as
something which they have discovered. They found the world,
the Christian world pre-eminently, advancing at an unprecedented
rate in all the arts and sciences, to which none have contributed
80 much as Christian authors and Christian elergymen, and which
none possess so largely as Christian nations; and their grand
addition is a subtraction,—us they ask the devout to cease their
prayers, and Christians to abandon that Gospel which has lifted
the world from the imbecility of its old superstition, and fastened
especially upon the English race to cultivate them into the
grand asylum of freedom, the citadel of true liberty, at which
tyrants vainly rage, and from which, as out of Zion, the per-
fection of beauty, God will yet shine to emancipate the whole
earth. Let them, therefore, cease their empty boasts, and
change the desert of their barren propositions into a fruitful field,
that will supersede God’s providence, which before they were
born caused grass to grow for cattle, and herb for the service of
man, preserving and blessing hoth, and which has given to man
the capability, and imposed on him the duty, of self-cultivation for
his own happiness and the welfare of his fellows, as the most em-
phatic way of glorifying his Maker. Until the three requisites
here laid down are met and satisfied, secularism is & feast of pro-
mises, in which its advocates are fruitful, but by which the world
cannotlive. If a man fills the sick with hopes that the science of
the body is certain, if he declares with Mr. Holyoake that sickness
is a reproach, if he descants largely on the healing powers of na-
ture, but can bring no remedy for that man’s condition—if he can-
not either state to a certainty tho patient’s disease, nor choose out
of the existing systems of medicine, nor prescribe from a new one,
some specific remedy, he only plays upon credulity and mocks the
unfortunate. If a proposed regenerator comes to the nations, and
assures them that this life is known, that science is its salvation,
that probability is all we have for another, but this is pre-eminent
and may be securely happy, and still cannot demonstrate the science
of society, decide to our common satisfaction the form of govern-
maent, monarchical, mixed, democratical, the questions of labour
and capital, communism, Fourierism, 8t. Symonism,—if he cannot
understand the currency, nor settleit, as a primary seculary consi-
deration, but still leaves room for as many sects and doubts on this
life, a8 there are about the next; what does it all come to but a de-
Tusive promise with which so many have formerly mocked the world ?
To guard against this disappointment, it is requisite, then, that the
three preliminary guestions should be settled. Lot Mr, TWoiywke
A Y
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take them down and answer them. What different dependence on
science does Secularism afford to that which all acknowledge, and
of which all everywhere, and at all times, who know anything of
science, gladly avail themselves? Secondly, what particular be-
nefit for the successful study of science does it introduce ? Thirdly,
in what case has this peculiar benefit added to man’s scientific know-
ledge, and the enjoyment of life? And since in radical questions
it is possibly dangerous to change, as, though we know the evils of
an existing system, we are favoured only with the promises of ano-
ther; or since, as they say of life, the present is known, the fature
only probable, we must be careful in accepting a future system, of
which we have had no experience, and can only judge from their
past failure! for they have failed in everything they have tried;
and because future systems may be different in fact, to what they
are (n paper (for at present we are invited to a spiritual depend-
ence in Mr. Holyoake’s present Gospel of a probable future), to
guard ourselves against material destruction, it is necessary to fol-
low tried men into untried paths; therefore we require a fourth
preliminary—to know what Mr. Holyoake has already done. "Will
he, then, state fully to this meeting—I could if I had time—the
experiments, schemes and theories with which his past advocacy
has been associated—telling us openly how they turned out? For
if it appears that he has abandoned every theory and every name
before adopted, and if every practical scheme ended in failure, this
may modify our expectations, though it will not damp the ardour
of his professions. Now, as an illustration of the confidence with
which we may trust the conclusions of these gentlemen, and have
spiritual dependence on their spiritual notions, I may refer you for
afewminutestoan improved versionof the first benefit; for Mr. Holy-
eakchas not brought out the improved version given in the Reasoner.
I will quote it, to show how safely you may depend upon thers.
“ We do not say every man ounght to give an exclusive attention to
this world, because that would be dogmatism, and exclude the pas-
sibility of another man walking by a different light than that by
which alone we are able to walk ; but as our knowledge is confined
to this life, and testimony, conjecture, and probability ave all thef
can be set forth with reapect to another life, we think we are jusths
fied in giving the preoedunce to the duties of this state, and in a
taching primary importance to the morality of man to man. e .
(Reasoner, vol. xiv. p. 33, 34.) This sentence has the merit of pecws:

liar indistinctness; for, first, if you abandon dogmatism, and do nod
deny that another man may walk by a different light, wiry so dogs
matically maintain that we cannot walk by Christianity, but thati
must be removed? Isnot this to “commit” what you cali “the old sisl
of dogmatismP” Secondly, if you give the precedence to knowledge
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position to probability, how can this exalt the present lifo over
1ture, since you know only this moment, the rest being probe.
'y complete uncertainty, as to the probity of men, the suocess
terprizes, the progress of parties, suceess in business, con-
nee in health, and the duration of life itself? The position,
fore, as here remodelled, is totally untenable. Thirdly, if
ittention is to be given to another life, it is more important
this. And, fourthly, to subordinate this, life does not exalt
lity between man and man, which is more binding because
other life and God. 8o that the whole scheme is irrelevant.
less forcible objection to this view of Secularism arises from
‘act, that it is evasive of former statements. First, it scems
Imit, indirectly, some probability for God and e future life,
h, in the Reasoner, is contradicted ; for there the following
setion of “T. W. T.” is acted upon, under the title of “ The
braic Deity.” Since zin algebra stands for the unknown,
tead of God’s laws, will, or goodness, we should have #'s
. 'This would be quite as intelligible and instructive” (vol. iv.
18). Now, what is thus dogmatically declared to be un.
m, and so indecently parodied, is not a matter of proba~
r; and the questions of & future life and God go together.
. why this evasive sliding scale of pretended probability,
st to deceive men as to the real opinions of Secularists? Mr.
oake adopted the letter z, and wrote it for the word God,
even his readers complained of it, of whom he sometimes
lains that unless he is abusive they think he is tame: “ Un.
¥e are rancorous, we are not relished” (vol. iv. p. 289). But
Holyoake will, of course, not be rancorous; for in his letter
8 Roman Catholie Earl of Arundel he observes:  Your lord-
rightly calculated upon the inglorious supineness of our
lished and noh-established clergy; and you well knew both
i they will bear and what they deserve, when you published
e world your undisguised contempt of their impotence.”
then, is of course what we deserve. And Mr. Holyoake,
is too just to be rancorous, advises Lord Arundel to leave all
ts to us: ¢ The vulgar bigot, the evangelical driveller, will
» to this; but it ill becomes your lordship to insult your
iy.” He is anxious that we should have all the credit for
3 on the principle of “attaching primary importance to the
lity of man to man.” Hence, whilst in his first speech he
red, “We do not question the truthfulness of prophets and
des,” he observes, in this letter to Lord el, “ We like
it. Pauls least of all the saints, whe, being all things to all
come with craft to take us with guile” (Reasoner, vol. V.
8). A Catholic lord would agree mthhmm\kag%t&ﬂ
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least of all the saints in the calendar; but Mr. Holyoake is not
exempt from being all things to all men to catch us with guile,
as here he says one thing and there writes another. And in
this he speculates on our twofold ignorance—first, of secular
writings, and, secondly, of the meaning of Scripture; for, not-
withstanding Robert Cooper’s amazing insolence and ignorance—
[interruption}—

MR, MooRre:—I rise to say, that these interruptions are un-
seemly, and to Mr. Holyoake, I am sure, arenot at all acceptable.
[Interruption.]

MR. GRANT :—Truth is truth, Gentlemen, all the world over.
Notwithstanding Robert Cooper’s amazing insolence and ignorance
—[interruption}—(I am not quite sure whether those voices are spi-
ritual dependencies; Mr. Cooper assumes the name of *infidel” in
his book, & name which Mr. Holyoake comes here to disavow)—
still it remains the truth, that St. Paul never did catch men with
guile, and never said so; but it is an objection of a slanderer, which
he proceedsto disprove. Yet this is put down by Mr. Cooper, who
assembled the Secular Conference, as Paul’s confession of craft,
which supposes Paul more clumsy than his calumniator. And
Mr. Holyoake repeats the aspersion. It is as wise as that other
pessage which Mr. Cooper quotes: “I would they were cut off which
trouble you.” He prints “ cut off” in capitals, and seems to think
it means cutting their heads off. It means what Mr. Holyoake and
his friends recommend about W. W. Broom, the Secular agentat
Bradford—namely, to turn him off. These specimens of “ primary
importance given to the morality of man to man” highly recom-
mend this elevating philosophy, which assumes various shapes for
various reasons. Sometimes the Apostles are  truthful,” whichis
complimentaryto a Christianaudience; sometimestheyare “crafty,”
to suit those readers who prefer the “rancorous.” Sometimes this
life is all ; at others it only has the precedence, out of compliment
to the ¢ primary position of morality of man to man,” which -de-
clares of a Curate’s letter, “The curate has not given his nams,
but we recognize Curatism by its invariable marks, ¢ zeal for God,
whichinterpreted means, ill-will to your neighbour” (vol.iv.p.3{8)
This is primary morality to poor Curates, and being & Secular
nefit, will, no doubt, increase their hard earnings.

Mz. HoLYQAKE :—First, let me say that I have the most per-

. fect confidence in the utter straightforwardness of Mr. Morley,

azd I fully admit the propriety of his own statement. Y merely
Beietp an allusion to the proposition, for the purpese of indiuwting
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what is essential to this controversy, that the language of entire
antagonism which is in it was not put there by myself. I
accepted it, as I frequently do accept propositions which other
people draw up, because they will not accept my statement of
opinion. For five years at least, we have been declaring that our
opposition is discriminating, and not indiscriminate; that we do
not make war upon Christianity, saying it is all bad; and there-
fore to propose to remove it entirely, is to contradict what Mr.
Grant is well aware we have been for many years declaring. I
dislike, I have continually disliked, wholesale antagonism. It is
enough, in this world, if we oppose ourselves to what we find to
be evil, without opposing also that which we find to be good.
In maintaining my proposition, I am maintaining all that is
proper to maintain, all I have ever proposed to maintain. I never
did propose, nor would I consent to an indiscriminate antagonism
to any body or system. WhereverI find truth, I shall be willing
to acknowledge it, and be content to declare my own opinions;
opposing that, and that only, which I find to be wrong. In these
debates the principle which must always prevail is of this nature,
—that you have the advantage of a personal comparison of opin-
ion. When any point strikes me on Mr. Grant's side, and I com-
prehend it and see its bearings, I shall refer to it. But if I do
not do this, you will still profit by a comparison of opinions.
Therefore if you carefully consider what is said by both of us,
. you will be able to judge between us, you will be able to judge
of many of the instances which Mr. Grant has quoted, and
many more which he will quote, taken at random from the
Reasoner, which extends over a period of several years. He
does not always stop to quote that which I say, but what any-
.body says. Now, I am not responsible for everybody. We have
been pecn]mly accustomed to admit the widest and freest expres-
_ son of opinion in our papers; and you will find in my Reasoner
ma.ny, many instances of statements of opinion from which I
- utterly dissent. I have never thought it right, and I hope I never
ahnll, to prevent any other man from expressing an opinion the
\’;opposite of my own. Mr. Chilton would, no doubt, be able to
unswer for himself; and in reference to Mr. Robert Cooper, that
eman would be perfectly willing to answer Mr. Grant when-
"ﬁ'er he shall feel disposed. I may say the same on the part of
Mr. Southwell; and whenever those gentlemen are named, they
are the persons "who ought to defend their own opinions ; they do
not need that I should enter into a defence for them. With a
great part, in fact with nearly the whole of whathey say,\ cen-
ﬂmz]y coincide. I have sometimes differed from fhem, snd Lo
. mot to bo held respom=Ml= for opinions which 1 4o not Wyl e
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tertain. I will not go into the question whether Christianity has
done everything which has been done, and whether we owe to it
everything which we enjoy. I can show, and perhaps shall have
an opportunity of showing, that this statement is somewhat ex-
travagant. I think I might make Mr. Grant respomsible for a
great deal done in this world in the name of Christianity, which
. he would immediately disown. He knows very well that, upon
the Continent, there are going on at this hour the most atrocions
" and unseemly oppressions which ever disgraced the world; and :
they are going on in the name of Christianity; they are defended
by a reference to the Scriptures; the actors are persons as wise
a8 Mr. Grant, as intelligent as Mr. Grant, as sincere as Mr. Grant,
as devout as Mr. Grant, who read the Bible, and put upon it such
an interpretation as they are able. I have just as much right to
charge that on Christianity, as Mr. Grant has to give the credit
to Christianity, for anything useful that has been done in the
world. He asks what various things of a scientific natare, which
we notice, have been the inventions of Secularists. Well, I may
as properly ask, If Secularism has not done them, has Christianity
been the author of them? The one question is as fair as the
other. What I apprehend is, that these things which are Secular
have been done upon neutral ground, and in a neutral spirit ; they
have been done in a spirit of science, which neither belongs ex-
clusively to us nor to the Christian. I have not claimed science
and its wonders and achievements, as being works of our hands;
but we say that if we can humbly contribute anything in that
department, whether on the Lord's-day or on any other day, we
are innocent for so doing. I am here only to claim the rightful-
ness of that course, to free science from the dominion which has
been exercised over it, and to distinguish between the popular
dependence on supernatural aid, and that dependence which is
our material aid, and the source of our real salvation. If it would
be legitimate for me to enter into the discussion of what has beem
done by eminent Secularists, I might point to Lamartine’s eulo~
gium on Voltaire, which tells us that when he died the whole
nation of France lost a benefactor, one who had awakened in it
the elements of liberty which will never die out. I might speak
of Paine, of whom it is said that the people of America owed more:
to his pen, than to the sword of Washington. If I do not enter
upon these comparisons, if I do not put one Clergyman by the
side of one Freethinker, and ask which has been of the most ser-
vice to mankind, it is because I consider these things irrelevant
in this controvérsy, and not because I am not able to answer
them. The main thing which has been alleged hea Iwen the
demand, in what respect science does anything in an independent
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manner, and what contributions we have made, especially in the
name of Secularism. We have been referred to various failures
which are supposed to have taken place upon our side. I might
quote the testimony of a friend of Mr. Grant's (Mr. George Daw-
son, of Birmingham), whom I remember some months ago dis-
- tinctly saying that the people of this country owed the agitation
for baths, wash-houses, industrial homes, model farms, and the
improvement of all the relations of labour, to the agitation of
Socialism in this country. If it be true that some plans which we
endeavoured to realize did not succeed as we hoped they would,
I say there is some credit due to those who have failed ; at least
as much as is due to those who never attempted anything of the
kind. I shall not, however, hide from myself or from you the
purpose which we have in view in the establishment of this pro-
position—that Science is the Providence of life. I understood
Mr. Grant to say—with what qualification I know not—that what
I bad been contending for had been acknowledged by all people
in every age of the world. Has it been acknowledged that our
dependence must be material, and cannot be realized by being
placed in supernatural directions? Have I not said broadly that
we distrust the efficacy of prayer? Have I not stated broadly
that dependence upon science is not dependence on Providence,
either general or special? If I have said all these things, how
van it be said, with any exactness of language proper to this con-
troversy, that what I have contended for has been acknowledged
by everybody throughout the whale world? The advantage of
this doctrine (which I have been asked for) is this—that it turns
human endeavour in the direction of substantial help. Scientific
pursuits once authorized, scientific habits come to be cultivated.
Thus conjecture takes a secondary rank, and facts assume a guid-
ing importance. The thinker acquires confidence and courage in
the sources of science; he perceives the predominance of reason,
and he learns to trust it throughout. He respects reason while it
agrees with theological dogmas, and he respects it equally when
it does not. If reason or science comes into collision with Secrip-
ture, Scripture has to give way. The Christian makes the Bible
- the judge of reason; the Secularist makes reason the judge of the
. Bible, and thus gives reason the preference to faith. This argu-
ment does not meddle with theology needlessly. If any hold that
there is a Providence of the universe who governs by general
laws, then we answer that there are two Providences of which we
hear from the pulpits—the Providence of nature, and the Pro-
vidence of man. Bat since the Providence of natare oeta os Y.

Grant seems to imply, by general and not by speciel \aws, baa

practically the God ¢f this world, and not God in tuis

1
!
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The Providence man needs, the Providence the old theologies gave
him, was a personal Providence, an available help. Such a Pro-
vidence is science ; there seems to us to be none other. Now what
advantage has Secularism over Christianity? The answer is
echoed from every corner of life. 'Who is not weary of the per-
petual appeals to the God of Battles in the presence of the defeat
of the most righteous causes ? How is it that liberty is in chains
all over Europe, if God be still interposing in human affairs? If
the olden doctrine were true, if our brother’s blood still cried to
God from the ground, the patriot would be released from the dun-
geon, and the tyrant would descend from the throne he has pol-
luted ; if it were true, Poland would be free to-morrow, Mazgini
would rule in Italy, and Napoleon III. would be again in exile.
This is the last speech I have to make to you to-night. I care
only to add, that there is hardly any feature in the Christian
system which is so seductive as this doctrine of a special Pro-
vidence. 'Why do you come and reproach us, and tell us that we
are without God in the world, and that we take God away from
the world? If Mr. Grant’s declaration is right—that what we
contend for has been acknowledged all the world over, how is it
that you come and say that we make the world desolate? Do
you not know that in all your appeals your success depends upon
your telling all orders of people that there is One in heaven who
cares for them, that every prayer will be answered, that every
hair of their heads is numbered, that not a sparrow falls to the
ground without their heavenly Father’s knowledge, and are not
they worth more than many sparrows? Who is there that does
not walk in this world trusting in heaven as a dependence, which
arms him to meet all casualties? Have we not everywhere the
amazing seduction of this doctrine teaching in every part of the
land that men’s dependence is not upon themselves? If it were
not for this belief on the part of the people, you would not have
anything like the number that you have now with you. But if
this be not true, in the sense I have named, then where are the
consolations of your religion? Am I not as free as you in the
world, as independent, as able? 'What help have you as a Chris-
tian which I have not also as a Secularist? Can you get an
guide and help in the hour of danger which we cannot? If ya
can, tell us how it is to be done, and we will thank you for the
information. But if you cannot do this, if you have no recipe of
this nature, if you cannot come and tell us that by special prajer
you can get special help, then there ought to be an end of those
reproaches with which you assail us, there ought to be an end of
those accusations which you heap up agoinst us; you cught no
Jonger to represent us as being the foes of humenity, the enemion
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of our species, and as making war upon the working classes. I
say, he is the best friend of the people who tells them honestly
the whole truth. I would not stand here the advocate of this doe-
trine, if I did not feel it to be one of personal self-protection; if
it was not with me a matter of calculation how I would live and
fare, and how those near and dear to me also shall exist. I once
prayed in all the fervency of this same religion. I believed once
all these things. I put up prayers to heaven, which I cannot
conceive how humanity could have refused to respond to, prayers
such as if put up to me I must have responded to. I saw those
near and dear to me perishing around me,and I learned the sccret
I care no longer to conceal, that man’s dependence is upon his
courage and his industry, and dependence upon heaven there
‘seems to be none.

Mz. GRANT:—Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen,~Mr.
Holyoake has not yet explained to us what advantage comes from
his view of Science. He speaks of Italy and of those who are
trampled upon by physical force. I ask him what help he can
give them that we cannot? What can he do for them? What
has he done for them? If Secularism brings us no help, it is not
worth speaking of. If it brings us help, say what help. It is
said that we have no consolation in religion. Does Mr. Holyoake
altogether ignore those hopes which some cherish, though he may
2ot believe in them ? by which those “light afflictions which are
but for a moment, work out for us a far more exceeding and eter-
nal weight of glory ?” It is not the outward that is all a man’s
consolation. It is what he thinks, whether he is mistaken or not.
‘We have had two cases lately of men possessing great wealth
taking away their lives because they feared poverty ; so that it is
& man’s idea, that is his hope and strength, as Christ our Saviour
says, “the life of man consisteth not in the abundance of things
which he possesseth.” Take the case of the Madiais in prison,
may they not be,do we not know that they are, supported in their
inward soul by the consolations of religion? Many of our fore-
fathers have gone through fire, have suffered in jail, and thus have

our liberties, because they were supported by looking
unto Him that gives unto them the recompense of reward. How
many have followed in the footsteps of their Lord, and have felt
the yoke easy and light to them because he supported them ! Now
moral considerations must not be overlooked, otherwise man be-
comes altogether animal., These however are questions to which
we shall call your attention more fully on a subsequent occasion.
I Mr. Holyoake would now by his science tell us how to escape
theso evils; if, instead of praying to prevént persons dying,he -

3
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would keep them alive, then there would be something in it
You oppose Secularism to Christianity, or if you prefer it, your
gospel to Christ’'s gospel. Now you have done nothing for the
world, you have given it no science of your own, and yet you
speak as if Sccular science was something peculiar to you. We
ask what in science is yours? What have you done for science
that Christianity repudiates, that Christians do not always recog-
nize and help forward P I intended to show, at the conclusion of
my previous speech, that you had very little reason to rely upon
the spiritual dependence of Mr. Holyoake's opinions, since the
definition of his first benefit hes varied so considerably. I shall
only have time to refer to one version of the Cabinet of Reason,
which Mr. Holyoake declares to be the “advised and revised”
statement of their opinions—there is there quite a differemt
view of Secularism from that which he has given on this platform,
for in the Cabinet of Reason, we are told that reference to a future
life is inimical to present interests, and we are therefore to study
this life, not to speculate on the future; to *pass this life boldly
without reference to a problematical future after death.” Butnow
Mr. Holyoake thinks we may refer to it; he will not exclude it.
¢There may be another light which others may walk by.” They
are coming round to us, and will find us in the safe old place
where they left us. “Meditations on the bliss of Heaven,” the
Secular Cabinet assures us, “ will leave little sympathy for earthly
purposes, and we shall have nought but malignity in our hearts
towards those who look with indifference on our doctrine,” The
writer therefore proposes ¢ Atheism as devotion to the duties of
humanity,” which Mr. Holyoake has re-revised and abandoned, at
least in name. The same writer gives this definition of * Secw-
larist—signifying our believing that man’s whole duty and service
ought to be centred in humanity and in this life.” (See Cubinet
of Reason, vol. i. p. 120-2). 'What confidence, then, can we have in
the boasted reason of men, who go through so many develop-
ments? Are we to follow them? In what? Their belief two
years ago? Three months ago? One month ago? They com-
plain that we quote so much of their writings. The fact is they
heve written somuch that tells against them, that what they have
written is of very little value, for now they write to say that they
do not recognize it, and will not stand by it. Shall we believe in
them all? Do they believe in one another? Do two agree?
Does ane agree with himself six months ? Mr. Holyoake asked me
if I wounld meet Mr. Southwell. Why Mr. Southwell and himself
are at loggerheads. Here, then, is a safe basis for your spiritusl
dependence, namely, in those opinions which may properly be
illnstrated as “ Dissolving Views.” I hope you will not be mis-
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taken by the reference which Mr. Holyoake made to the state-
ment of the question, Is he so inexperienced in debate that he
could 50 easily be deceived into readily accepting a proposition
‘without saying a word against it, and saying indeed, that it was
s useful one,” accepting it willingly ? Is he so casily imposed up-
on as this? He states that he is not responsible for writers in the
Reasoner: he should have said that I quoted himself for those
main things on which I laid stress. He asks if I would be made
responsible for things done on the Continent? Does he imagine
X have as much power over the Continent as he has over the
Reasoner f The present attempt of Infidelity is a healthful ac-
knowledgment of past incompetence : this trying agsin is a proof
that they never succeeded before, and this is all the ground for
believing that they cver will, namely, that they never have.
Hitherto, they attacked theology, now they affirm science, though
1 think it will be found that science was in existence before them.
They enter into other men’s labours, and by these labours depre-
cate other men’s principles. This is our satisfaction, that the
Infidelsare beginning to disown the names they called themselves,
and have so far conceded for this discussion as to abandon all pre-
vious attacks on Christianity. They have unsettled nothing, but
have become unsettled on their former grounds, and now come to
afirm what nobody ever questioned, as the positive side of what
they now retire from. They have tried to prove there is no God,
mo soul, and no future life; this has failed, and now they say po-
sitively that there is this life and a body, and that we want some-
thing to eat—that we must not have absolute spiritual dependence.
Surely this must have been a great invention and discovery on
their part. Of course Christianity never recognized any such
thing as this—that we required any of these earthly advantages;
eating and the necessaries of life it passes by ; it recognizes none
of these wants and none of the joys of life!

It is true the first miracle of the Saviour was changing water
into wine at a marriage feast, but this, according to the Cabinet
of Reason, which Mr. Holyoake says is not coarse, was “ the wine
and water trick,” though Evans Bell is mistaken in saying that

. ®according to the master of the house (John ii. 10,) the guests
had already well drunk,” for the master of the house said nothing
about it, and the Ruler of the feast said nothing of the kind.
Jt is as accurate an assertion as one on the preceding page,
blundering over the history in the Gospel, and insulting Gospel
renders by describing the Holy Ghost as * the flight of an
Ornithological incarnation.” These precious comments are nof
only printed in the Reasoner, but reprinted as & Reasoner tract,and
the whole ollectad as a Cabinet of Reason: it is o cabinet & 1
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perversion and misrepresentation. The writer in his short com-
ment on the marriage at Cana, observes, ¢ It does not appear a very
dignified fcat, and as, according to the master of the house, the
guests had well drunk, it was not well calculated to advance the
cause of temperance and morality,” and that ¢ no glosses can divest
it of its strong resemblance to juggling at a jovial party.” ¢ We
question not the truthfulness of prophets and apostles.”. Do yom
not indeed! What will be said of yours, when in a book Mr.
Holyoake endorses, the Redeemer is charged with favouring in.:
temperance and practising jugglery ? Sometimes Christianity is
too spiritual ; then again it is too carnal. John the Baptist came
neither eating bread nor drinking wine, and ye say, He hath a:
devil: the Son of man came as no ascetic, to establish no monastie-
orders, Mary, his mother, patronized brides and not nuns, and her
blessed Som, our adorable Lord, wept at the grave of one friend,
rejoiced and gave the sanctity of his benediction at the marriage
of another, to travel in sympathy through all the avenues of
human experience—the Son of man came eating and drinking,
and ye say, Behold a gluttonous man and a wine bibber, the friend
of publicans and sinners; and now as of old, we are like to.
children sitting in the market-place, no mood will please the cap~
tious; if we mourn, you will not lament, but exclaim against
sour-visaged piety; if we pipe ye will not dance, but withdraw-
in moral indignation from “ a jovial party.” But wisdom is justified:
of all her children, and they who will learn, are sure to know the
real character and claims of Divine wisdom, adapted to the joys
and sorrows of human life. But we must not trust our reason in
these matters, for the Reasoner teaches us in the eighth volume,
that the Bible helped Rush, and the Mannings, to murder their
victims, which was clearly not done by a spiritual dependence,
though in twisting passages of Scripture, such as “ vengeance is
mine, I will repay, saith Jehovah,” into meaning, vengeance is ours,
we will smite—the sceptics have outraged reason, and murdered
common sense.—8ee Reasoner, vol. viii. pp. 72, 78; and The Bidle
and the People, vol. i. pp. 1256—38, “the Infidels, Candour and Scrip-
turel Knowledge,”—an article the Reasoner has not answered,
and canmot answer; nor have any of its writers answered one
exgnment contained in that publication, though a lady hes just:
. tried to prove indirectly, in reply, that Christianity sanctions:
persecution ; by which, if she succeeds, she disproves Mr. Holy=
oake’s position, that it teaches “ spiritual dependence,” since perse-'
cution is physical. The inconsistency of their contradictary
charges is consistent with the whole current of Secular literature;
When there are persecutions, Christianity ia physicel fores;, wWasn
Zhe Secular substitution is advocated, Christinnity is spixiten das
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pendence. When Christians condemn certain forms of pleasure,
religion is ascetic; when Christ shares in the harmless joys of
life, he juggles at a jovial party; for “we do not question the
truthfalness of prophets and apostles,” but of Him whom they
adore. When Christians advocate the importance of man’s per-
menent welfare, they are charged with obstructing present hap-
piness; when the Bishops and others umite to form a “ Training
Institution for nurses for hospitals, and families of the poor,” they
are called in the Reasoner * Christian Mrs. Gamps.” (Raaaoner
vol. v. p. 401,) and an article leads off & Reasoner, in which
Christian teachers are condemned for preferring Chnstmn nurses
and attendants on the dying. This preference is called the ex-
pression of “an obsolete arrogant Christianity.” ¢ The Bishop”
(of London), says Mr. Holyoake, “proceeded to say that the
nurses must have a care for the soul as well as the body,” on which
he asks “ What is known of the soul P” and then asserts that he
does not know all about the body, but tries to draw a distinction
between the certainty of medicine and theology; enquiring
whether the Christian nurses can answer Strauss. Now they do
not care about Strauss. One Infidel will answer another; though
the Infidel nurse cannot answer the homceopathist, or allopathzst,
or neurologist, or mesmerist, or hydropathist, or herbalist, or
an, or omnivorous sectarian ; or any other of the number-
less forms of heresy, or orthodoxy, in your certain and sure science
of the body. 'Why should so much contempt be thrown upon the
innumerable Christian charities which care for the bodies of men,
because Christians are consistent, and care for the soul as well P
Is not this, whether well or ill-founded, the highest benevolence
on. their part, to attend to what they think of the highest moment ?
‘Why should Mr. Holyoake charge them with “afflicting the soul
as they attend upon the body,” with ¢ persecuting the dying pa-
tient with dogmas,” when they try to afford consolation, and do
kindly what they think for the patient’s welfare in time and eter-
nity? Do the Secularists not often complain that Christian
people trouble them in their last hours, with Gospel hopes; do
they not therefore professedly wish to have their own sentiments
for a dying pillow? And if the Christian seeks to establish in-
stitutions in which the Gospel may be a better hope, why should
they be abused as “creating an order of Protestant Sairey
Gamps?” Is not this insolence and abuse? And if the deniers -
and ignorers of God and eternity are so careful on this point, and*
if, as Mr. Holyoake says, in enlarged faith, there are some hun-
dred thousand of them, why do they not, instead of bringing
barren propositions, for once imitate the real benevolence of
Christians, and establish a hospital of their own, from wWhidh ¥
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gion shall be excluded ? Then they would see how the poor and
wretched would flock to them, to die the death of helplessness,
whilst an adjoining hospital should have this motto—“ Came unto
me, all ye that are weary and heavy laden, and ye shall find rest
unto your souls.”

-



THURSDAY EVENING, FEBRUARY 8rp, 1858.

" THE Rev. J. H. HiNToN :—In the absence of Mr. Morley, I
introduce to the meeting, as Mr. Grant’s Chairman, Mr. Charles
Reed.

Me. HoLYOAKE :—Messrs. Chairmen, Ladies,and Gentlemen,—
During the last night’s discussion, Mr. Grant produced passages
from our periodicals which he deemed censurable. If it was worth
my while to answer him in the same way, it would be easy to do
80. The Rev. George Gilfillan has just published in Hogg’s In-
strwetor, No. 413, apparently with a view to help Mr. Grant, this
paragraph, which I will read to you :—*Mr. G. J. Holyoake has
Iately obtained considerable reputation as a lecturer in favour of
Atheism. He seems to us, however, a rather silly personage, and
by no means such a straightforward man as his friends pretend.
¥ he choose to deny this, we happen to have one fact at his ser-
vice. He some fime ago deliberately struck off a fragment from
a sentence in our ¢ First Gallery,’ and by so doing made it blas-
phemy. Speaking of Homer, and his management of mythical
‘machinery, we referred to Diomede wounding Mars; and after
asking what did it prove ? replied ironically, as any child might
see, ‘It proves, first, that spirit is matter, and secondly, that it is
very easy to take the conceit out of a God.” Mr. Holyoake, omit~
ting all notice of the context, quotes us as saying, ¢ Spirit is
matter, and it is very easy to take the conceit out of a God.’ It
was a gross fraud, and we would, as Dr. Johnson did in reference
to a similar character, advise all who entertain such a man to
dinner, after he is gone, to count their spoons. Brewin Grant,
however, is now on his trail, ready to discomfit and expose him
at every point. "What poor creatures our modern Infidels must be,
to put their confidence in a man as destitute of common fairness
as he is of religion, decency, and sense!” We are sorry Mr.
Gilfillan thinks aoﬂlofusutllispusageimplies,forheiss‘
Minister with whose good word we should, for Tany ressons, e
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been pleased ; and had he sent the briefest line to us saying that
we had done him any injustice, we should have made him the
best reparation in our power long ago. In No. 77 of the Rea-
soner, under the department of “ Editor’s Box,” I made use of an
extract from the letter of a correspondent, in these words :—* We
are sometimes accused of too great freedom with celestialities, yet
we have seldom exceeded the following from the pen of the Rev.
G. Gilfillan, ¢Spirit is matter, and it is no difficult thing to take
the conceit out of a God.’” These are all the words upon which
- the above harsh passage from Hogyg is founded. I made no charge
against Mr. Gilfillan as using this language in reference to the
Bible God; I perverted no quotation; I never saw the passage in
“the First Gallery,” and therefore did not ¢deliberately strike
off” any “fragment.” I found no more in the letter of my cor-
respondent than I quoted, and I understood it to relate to mytho-
logy, and to be ironical, and believed both facts to be evident in
the words which I printed. No one who knew Mr. Gilfillan—
and I carefully mentioned his name—could for a moment suspect
him of saying ¢ spirit is matter,” in any serious way; no one who
read the phrase, ¢ take the conceit out of ¢ God,” could mistake
the Pagan allusion, seeing that ¢ a God ” is never employed when
speaking of the Christian God. Any child might see this as.well
in what I quoted as in the passage Mr. Gilfillan gives. I know,
from private sources, that Mr. Gilfillan has for a long time taken
objection to this quotation, and I have put the question to various
persons disagreeing with me, and I have found that they all une
derstand the passage as I did; all regarded it as a specimen of
Pagan blasphemy by a Christian minister. Now, I still think
that passage bears the construction I put upon if. It is flippent
and profane irony, which would never be forgiven in us, if we-
used it towards the Christian Trinitarian Deities, whom we no
more recognize than Mr. Gilfillan does the pagan Gods. This is
the entire history of the * gross fraud,” which Mnr. Gilfillan der
nounces. St. Paul says, “Let not the sun go down upon thy.,
wrath :” we are afraid that Mr. Gilfillan somewhat disregards 8§ .
Paal, for it is so long ago as five years since we made that transien$ |
allusion, which Mr. Gilfillan has treasured up in his wrath until *
now. Now, if we were to apply to Mr. Brewin Grant such @
remark from Dr. Johnson as Mr. Gilfillan applies to us, wha$
would be said? Surely no man makes so many bad puns as M
Grant; and Dr. Johnson has said, that the man who would malks
& pun. -would pick a pocket. [Interruption]. 1If, then, I wig
going to.add, the blunt old lexicographer should step into this Hal}
while -Mr. Grant was speaking, he would not stop to count his

»~ spoans, but would call in a policeman at once. [Interruption. -
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& What poor creatures "=—={Interruption]. I shall have done in a
moment.

MR. REED :—I must request that all our friends present will
give Mr. Holyoake a calm and patient hearing.

MR. HOLYOAKE :—* What poor creatures,” says Mr. Gilfillan,
¢ our modern Infidels must be, to put their confidence in a man
as destitute of common fairness as he is of religion, decency, and
sense!” This is not so serious as at first sight it seems, for there
never was a man in whom Freethinkers put confidence, of whom
some priest has not said the same thing.

In this debate Mr. Grant seems to rely upon producing pas-
sages from our publications, which he considers to contradict our
principles. Now, most of these cases could be answered as plainly
as the one I have given you from Mr. Gilfillan ; but I trust that
we have met here for a better purpose than to reciprocate accusa-
tions of this kind. In “The Bible and the People,” of which
here is a parcel, and of which only twenty-four issues have been
made to the public, there are, I believe, more offences against
Christian charity and literary etiquette than Mr. Grant can find
in the 350 issues of the Reasomer. I have marked many of the

~ passages, but I will not read one of them. [“Oh! Oh!”] I will
tiot stoop to such a worn-out expedient. It might give me the
triumph of the hour; but what would the serious part of this
sndience think? ‘What would the newspapers think, when they
came to review this debate, if they found that we have only exhi-
bited the spectacle of disparaging each other, while we profess to
be standing here contending for the truth? My only motive for
‘teferring to the case, is to show you how easy it would be to
answer in the same way, if it was worth while. Now, let not
Mr. Grant construe this into a complaint that he reads from our
writings, He may read what he pleases. 'When I say that the
terms “Infidel” and ¢ Atheist” misrepresent us, let him not
construe that into an endeavour to conceal our real opinions. We
diseent from you; we have no wish to conceal that dissent, else
why do I appear here to justify it? But we do object to be
callod for ever by na